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Mr.McCarran;' from the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, 
_submitted the following 


REPORT 


[Pursuant to S. Res. 139, 79th Cong.] 


SUMMARY 


This report is a review of some of the dominant policies and prac- 
tices that characterized the administration of the former Grazing 
Service. Those policies were the work of a very small handful of 
self-seeking, opportunist administrators whose actions brought wide- 
spread dissatisfaction and complaints on the part of the Congress 
and the many users of the public grazing lands. 
~Tt is imperative that these few responsible administrative officials 
be not retained or returned to positions in the administration of the 
- _ public lands, if the confidence of the Congress and the grazing-land 
users is to be regained. To that end, this report should be informing 
to the committees of the Congress, and the new Secretary of the 
Interior. 

The former Grazing Service has been brought further to a state of 
confusion and present inefficiency by, (1) the drastically reduced 
appropriations for administrative expenses, and (2) delays in fully 
implementing the reorganization plans for the consolidation of the 
Grazing Service with the former General Land Office. 

As soon as the word leaked out that the administrative funds were 
to be drastically reduced by the Congress, the first act of those in 
charge was to grant substantial salary promotions to the favored few, 
including those subordinates who had lent themselves to the policies 
and practices long in force. 2 
In meeting this transition period, an old practice of diverting to 
eeneral administrative use funds appropriated for specific improve- 
ment project purposes was greatly expanded, in an attempt to keep 
the organization intact and functioning on the former scale. This 
was accompanied by an intensive campaign to obtain additional 
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‘‘contributed”’ funds by, (1) donations from livestock users of grazing 
districts, and (2) the diversion of 50-percent funds by the advisory 
boards to administrative uses. 

The campaign for “contributed funds”’ fell far short of the requests 
on the part of the administrative officials. Nevertheless, the moneys 
from these sources are meeting 23 percent of the total pay rolls and 
expenses for all regular administrative employees for the current fiscal 
year. This is in addition to other grazing district employees and 
expenses paid from 50-percent funds ‘‘retained” by the advisory 
boards, i. e., not covered into the Federal Treasury. Another 30 
percent of the salaries and expenses are diverted from the soil and 
moisture conservation funds. 

In a few instances, the advisory boards refused to turn 50-percent 
moneys into the special fund in the Federal Treasury without naming 
the individual employees whose salaries might be paid therefrom. 
In these instances the money was accepted, with the contingencies, 
in spite of the law and rules and regulations to the contrary. 

For years the Grazing Service has, on a wholesale and increasing 
scale, used the large sums of soil and moisture conservation funds 
allotted to it, to “pad” its regular appropriation for administrative 
expenses. These moneys are appropriated to the Department of the 
Interior, to be used only on a specific type of project, within definitely 
restricted areas. A major portion of the appropriation has been 
allotted to the Grazing Service. 

The Acting Comptroller General ruled, as early as 1937, that these 
funds could not lawfully be used to pay even ‘‘a proportionate part of 
the salaries of clerical employees” engaged jointly upon the approved 
projects and general administrative work. Nevertheless, the soil and 
moisture funds have been, and are being, used to pay the salaries and 
expenses of a considerable part of the regular administrative em- 
ployees, either in whole or in part. .This applies alike to the clerical, 
administrative, and professional members of the staff. The practice 
has gone on in spite of repeated warnings by the Director of Land 
Utilization, in the Department of the Interior, that the use of soil and 
moisture funds must be confined strictly to approved project work. 

A large number of Grazing Service employees have been transferred 
back and forth from one salary fund to another, without any relation 
whatever to the type of work on which they were engaged. Some 
employees who performed no work on soil and moisture projects re- 
ceived their entire salaries from moneys appropriated for those projects. 
One range examiner served for 2 years as the chief personnel officer 
for the Grazing Service, while receiving his entire salary from soil and 
moisture funds. In the State of Nevada, in the fiscal year 1946, the 
five range examiners spent but 1 percent of their time on all range 
improvements, including soil and moisture projects, yet their entire 
salaries were paid from soil and moisture funds. 

The Grazing Service accounting records show that, in the 1946 fiscal 
year, 52 percent of the soil and moisture funds were charged to general 
administration or supervision. This may be compared with the rule 
applied by the Army engineers, for instance, that the charge for 
overhead on construction projects should never exceed 10 percent of 
the total costs of the projects. But even this 52-percent charge does 
not fully reflect the extent of the diversion of these funds from their 
legitimate purpose. 
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The Chief Engineer for the Grazing Service, in charge of range 
improvements, but who had no voice in the allotting of funds, informed 
his superiors that, over the years, only one-third to one-half of the 
moneys annually appropriated for soil and moisture projects found 
their way into actual project work. : 

The soil and moisture funds allotted to the Grazing Service for the 
current fiscal years are 13 percent greater than its appropriation for 
salaries and expenses. 

In addition to the soil and moisture allotments, the Grazing Service 
has had for expenditure other substantial sums for the construction, 
purchase, and maintenance of range improvements. From 1936 to 
1943, inclusive, a total of more than $17,000,000 was spent through 
the Civilian Conservation Corps, but this source is no longer available. 
Other sources of funds are (1) the 25-percent funds appropriated by 
the Congress; (2) varying proportions of the 50-percent funds (re- 
turned to States) which have been turned over to the Grazing Service 
by the advisory boards, for expenditure on specific projects; and, more 
recently, (3) allotments from the Bureau of Reclamation for river- 
basin projects. 

The last-named projects are still in the planning stage, but if these 
materialize on the scale now planned, they soon may overshadow the 
regular appropriation for administration expenses. These plans and 
allotments should be scrutinized by the Congress. 

Since 1938, at least, the land policies of the Grazing Service have 
been dominated by an obsession to increase, at all costs, the areas of 
land under its administration; and never, no matter what the cost, 
to permit any diminutions of the administered areas, no matter how 
small the areas involved might be. 

This policy has been carried to such an extreme that it virtually 
nullified those sections of the Taylor Grazing Act intended to permit 
homesteading and the sales of isolated tracts of public lands within 
the boundaries of grazing districts. 

This policy has worked much hardship and injustice upon a great 
number of applicants for homesteads and for the purchase of isolated 
tracts of land needed to add to going ranch set-ups. In order to- 
‘acquire a homestead or isolated tract, it has been necessary for the 
settler to acquire, usually by purchase, some designated tract within — 
a grazing district, then to offer this tract in exchange for the homestead 
or isolated tract sought, preferably outside of a grazing district. In 
many cases, after considerable expense and interminable delays have 
been incurred, the applicant has found his offered exchange dis- 
approved and he has been left with unwanted land on his hands. 

The practical working of this perverted land policy is illustrated 
by a random group of 18 applications for classifications of tracts as 
suitable for homesteading in the Dove Creek, Colo, area. These 
cases are representative of a considerably larger group. This is 
and was a successful dry farming area, with pinto beans as the princi- 
pal cash crops. The applicants, upon the advice of a representative 
of the General Land Office, settled upon these tracts, built homes and 
other improvements, cleared portions of the lands and successfully 
cultivated crops thereon. They were self-supporting. In most 
cases they did this for one or more years before filing their applica- 
tions in 1937 to 1939. 
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These are isolated tracts of public lands, of little value for grazing, 
surrounded or nearly surrounded by other farming lands in successful 
cultivation. It would have been extremely difficult and costly to 
administer them as district grazing lands. : 

Over a period of 8 years, innumerable and detailed field and other 
reports were made on these lands by the Grazing Service and General 
Land Office agents. Substantially all of the field reports by the 
General Land Office were favorable to allowing the applications, as 
were the earlier field reports by the Grazing Service, until contrary 
instructions were issued from the Office of the Director. Yet every 
recommendation from the Grazing Service to the Department was 
adverse, until late in 1943, when it apparently became evident that 
the Department intended to act despite the position taken by the 
Grazing Service. Then the Director of Grazing reversed himself on 
‘those applicants who. had not already given up in discouragement. 
Ten of the applicants had carried appeals to the Secretary from the 
early adverse decisions. : 

It is now fully 8 years since these applications were filed, and longer 
than that since the applicants settled upon and improved these farming 
lands. After 8 years of needless expense, uncertainty, and every 
harrassment that the Grazing Service could place upon the applicants, 
five of the applications have been allowed, three are still pending final 
decision, six have been withdrawn in discouragement, and four have 
been rejected and closed. The five approvals are only for classifica- 
tion. Even those applicants still have to go through the whole pro- 
cedure of proving up under the homestead laws. 

This whole proceeding and record in the Dove Creek, Colo., lands 
is paralleled in a similar area of the State of New Mexico, known as 
Fence Lake area. 

For each of these applications voluminous files have been compiled, 
at great cost to the Government, most of it entirely needless and utterly 
inexcusable. These, and hundreds of other cases like these, have ab- 
sorbed a large part of the time and efforts of the Grazing Service 
staff—time and effort that should have been devoted to grazing dis- 
trict adjudication and administration. In no small degree the actions 
and procedures such as these account for the rapidly increasing staff 
and cost of Grazing Service Administration—and inefficiency. The 
Director of Grazing has repeatedly told the committees of Congress 
that the Grazing Service was understaffed. 

These cases also illustrate the archaic procedures followed in the 
General Land Office in the handling of many types of land cases. 
They help to explain why it requires literally years to complete final 
‘action upon relatively simple cases; why today, in one division alone, 
there is a backlog of 35,000 unacted on land cases. | 

This distorted Grazing Service policy of grabbing every possible 
acre to administer also took the form of rivalries, and the employment 
of highly questionable methods in efforts. to take over public land 
areas administered by other Government agencies, both within and 
without the Department of the Interior. A characteristic example 
of such actions appears in the record of Colorado Grazing District 
No. 2. This district was established in 1935. Then, over the follow- 
ing 3-year period, large portions of two counties were eliminated from 


the district and brought under the leasing system administered by 
the General Land Office, under the authority of section 15 of the 
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Taylor Grazing Act. These eliminations were accomplished through 
a series of four departmental orders modifying the grazing district 
boundary. In each instance the modification was made upon the 
recommendation of the Director of Grazing; and each time the Grazing 
Service officials certified that the areas eliminated contained only 
small isolated tracts of vacant public lands not suitable for administra- 
tion in a grazing district. | 

A new Director of Grazing, appointed late in 1938, reversed the 
land. policy that had prevailed to that time, and inaugurated the 
policy of ‘‘grab’”’ which thereafter has been pursued relentlessly. 

Early in 1943, the Grazing Service officials embarked upon a 

3-year campaign to have the grazing district boundary extended to 
again include the large gross area, but within which the public lands 
consisted of only widely scattered, small, isolated, and inaccessible 
tracts of grazing lands. ‘Through extended solicitation and misrep- 
resentation to the livestock users, the local grazing officials, proceed- 
ing under instructions from the Acting Director of Grazing, obtained 
two petitions and two resolutions favormg the extension of the 
district boundary. These were submitted to the Department with 
a request for an order to restore the boundary to its original limits. 
However, it was felt-in the Department that the signatures submitted 
were not sufficiently representative; and a subsequent thorough 
investigation by a field examiner of the General Land Office, accom- 
panied by a grazing district official, revealed that the signers of the 
_ petitions and resolutions had been misinformed and misled by the 
Grazing Service representations; and that the livestock grazing users 
affected were virtually unanimous in wanting the grazing district 
boundary further reduced rather than extended. 
_ The Department rules and regulations governing the administra- 
tion of grazing districts are embodied in the Federa] Range Code, 
which was formulated after consultation with representatives of the 
livestock users of the districts. However, the language in the code 
was intentionally written with such ‘“‘flexibility” that it may be 
interpreted by Grazing Service officials in almost any manner desired, 
in almost any situation. This result has been the boast of certain 
Grazing Service officials. 

The Federal Range Code provides that a livestock user of a grazing 
district may appeal from the decisions by district advisory boards 
‘and the district or regional graziers, and have a hearing before a 
Grazing Service examiner. The appeal-may then be taken to the 
Secretary of the Interior from the findings and decision of the 
examiner. 

There is very little criticism of these provisions of the code, but 
there is widespread dissatisfaction with the interpretations of the 
code, and especially with the manner in which the hearings are con- 
ducted and the decisions are prepared. The whole system is set up 
solely within the Department of the Interior, with no opportunity 
for the appellant to be heard by a disinterested person or agency. 
~ The livestock men feel that the whole scheme functions to sustain _ 
the original decision; that, at least until an appeal reaches the Sec- 
retary, the Grazing Service acts as prosecutor, judge, and jury. Wit- 
nesses have testified to this committee that the original case against 
an appellant is built up and presented by the district grazier; that the 
examiner, before starting a hearing, often asks the advisory board 
and the district grazier, ‘‘How do you want this to go?”’ 
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Over a period of several years, the chief hearings officer, the Director 
of Lands, and the Acting Director of Grazing, much of the time, have 
been one and the same person. ‘This individual has presided at many 
of the hearings and written the findings of facts and the decisions. 
The other examiners were under his direction, as were likewise the 
district graziers and the other administrative officers from whose 
decisions the appeals sprang. In many cases he has dictated the 
nature of the original decisions. The records in the case files indicate, 
too, that in many instances the drafts of decisions prepared for the 
signature of the Secretary were referred to him in advance, and that 
he and the Assistant Director of Grazing were freely consulted regard- 
ing the disposition of cases pending before the Secretary. In at least 
one important case he prepared the crucial language that appeared 
in the Secretary’s decision. 

Subsequent to 1938, the policy in the Grazing Service with respect 
to appeals and hearings was: ‘‘The fewer the better.”” It was con- 
stantly impressed upon the district and regional graziers that the 
filing of appeals and the necessity of holding hearings was a reflection 
upon the administrative officers in charge. The instructions were to 
keep the numbers of appeals and hearings to an irreducible minimum ; 
that every possible effort should be exerted to compel a settlement of 
complaints and disputes in the districts and regions. 

Under this policy, countless licensees and permittees were deprived 
of all opportunity of a hearing or redress of any kind; and untold 
hardship and injustice resulted. In carrying out this policy, the local 
administrative officers held numberless conferences, ‘informal hear- 
ings,” and prehearing meetings, in which threats and strong-arm 
methods have figured to compel ‘‘agreements’” between the parties 
in interest. Commonly, the district: graziers, and even the hearings 
examiner, acted as advocates for one of the parties, particularly 
the stronger or favored ones. A great many complaints of such 
actions and methods have come to this committee. Some specific 
instances are cited in this report. 

Under this procedure, the smaller and weaker livestock operators 
very commonly were pressured or cajoled into signing “‘agreements,’’ 
under the impression that they had no alternative; and these “agree- 
ments” frequently were used to deprive such operators of all or a 
part of their rights or privileges to graze their livestock upon the 
public lands. 

The result of these methods has been to bring the whole appeals 
and hearings system of the Grazing Service into wide disrepute. 

In 1936 the Grazing Service entered into so-called cooperative agree- 
ments with the Southern Pacific Land Co., whereby the bulk of the 
remaining railroad company lands in the States of Utah and Nevada 
were administered by the Grazing Service, jointly with the public 
lands in grazing districts. These agreements, separate ones for each 
of the two States, have been renewed each year to the present time. 

The agreements for the two States differ materially. The one for 
Utah, in effect, makes the Grazing Service the ‘‘collection agency”’ 
for land company. The Grazing Service is required to cancel the 
license or permit of any licensee or permittee within a grazing unit who 
fails to make the payments to the land company, in advance, whether 
or not he actually uses any of the railroad lands. The payments to 
the land company are at double the rates charged for grazing on 


ADMINISTRATION AND USE OF PUBLIC LANDS é 


the public lands; and the bulk of the railroad lands involved are those 
poorer lands which the land company had not previously been able 
to put under lease. - 

These agreements afforded no stability whatever to the livestock 
operators. The agreements were for but one year at a time, and the 
land company reserved, and used, the right to sell or lease any of its 
lands from under the licensee or permittee, upon but 10 days’ notice, 
at any time. The agreements served virtually to compel many live- 
stock operators to purchase the railroad lands, in self-defense. 
Some Utah operators were forced out of business by the effect of the 
agreement. 

These agreements, particularly the one in effect in Utah, are entirely 

favorable to the land company, but disadvantageous to the grazing 
district users and the Government interest. 
- Each year, from the beginning, the Utah livestock operators, the 
district advisory board, and the district and regional graziers of the 
Grazing Service have opposed the renewals of the agreement for that 
State. But, year after year, in spite of the united opposition of those 
directly affected by the agreement, it has been renewed by certain 
officials in the Office of the Director. The only discernible reason for 
the existence and renewal of this agreement is the fact that it increased 
the area under the control and administration of the Grazing Service. 
From the outset the land company has wanted to sell to the Federal 
Government its remaining lands in Utah, Nevada, and California. 
The Grazing Service put forward various proposals to accomplish 
such a transfer of title. 
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This is a review of some of the administrative policies and practices 
of the former Grazing Service of the Department of the Interior 
It is presented with the hope and expectation that it may help the 
Members of the Congress, the new Secretary of the Interior, and the 
many users of the public range to better understand why and how there 
has arisen the situation in which the former Grazing Service now finds | 
itself. It is hoped that this may be helpful to those committees of the 
Congress which in the immediate future will be faced with decisions 
with respect to the needs and merits of this administrative branch. 
Above all, it is hoped that this report may be helpful to the new Sec- 
retary of the Interior in his consideration of the plans now before him 
for the reorganization of the administration of grazing on the public 
lands under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior. 

_ For several years there has been evident an increasing dissatisiac- 
tion on the part of the users of the public grazing lands with the manner 
in which these grazing matters have been administered. This dis- 

' satisfaction does not stem from the provisions of the Taylor Grazing 

Act. In fact, with comparatively few exceptions, that Act is looked 

upon by the livestock industry in the western public land States as 

beneficial and forward-looking legislation which they wish to see 
continued. | 

Nor is this dissatisfaction primarily with the actions of the rank 
and file of officials and employees of the former Grazing Service, but 
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vather with that small group of directing officials who have been 
responsible for the policies and practices that have prevailed. There 
is a definite and widespread. feeling among those who have closely 
observed or been subject to those policies and practices that so long 
as those few responsible officials remain in charge, there can be no 
proper or efficient administration of these public grazing lands. 

That feeling is shared emphatically by this committee. The 
voluminous evidence presented before this committee in its long 
series of public hearings, extending over a period of 6 years, as well as 
its direct investigations, have convinced the committee that the 
activities and influence of those few officials referred to must be com- 
pletely divorced from the administration of grazing matters if that 
administration is to be at all satisfactory, effective or objective. 

The two officials who have been the most responsible for the malad- 
ministration and malpractices that have prevailed in recent years 
are not at present actively engaged with grazing affairs. Shortly 
after the beginning of the current fiscal year, their services were 
loaned temporarily to another department of the Government, on a 
reimbursement basis. They are still carried on the rolls of the branch 
in charge of grazing on the public lands. They must not be permitted 
to return to positions. dealing with the public lands, if the confidence 
of the committees of Congress and the users of the public grazing 
lands is to be regained. 

The administration of grazing affairs under the officials above re- 
ferred to has been characterized by arbitrary actions and decisions, 
and marked by favoritisms, in the dealings with both the users of the 
public grazing lands and with the staff of Grazing Service employees. 
There has been a lack of clear-cut and well-thought-out plans and 
policies as to the proper sphere and functions of the grazing adminis- 
tration. There has been an absence of consistent decisions, policies, 
or instructions to guide the other administrative officers or to enlighten 
the users of the public ranges. It has been a rule of opportunism, of 
personal advancement for the small coterie in control and those em- 
ployees who would work with them to the same ends; a reaching out to 
erasp additional authority, ever larger appropriations, and larger 
areas of control; to build up and expand the organization at any cost 
and without much regard for the effect upon the other interests 
involved.- ; 

This policy, if it may be so dignified, has been exploited by a very 
small group, most of whom were lacking in professional training other 
than many years in the employ of the Department of the Interior. 
Those employees who lent themselves to this rule of opportunism 
were advanced rapidly, very rapidly. The better-trained men, other 
than the few who yielded and turned opportunist, were given little 
or no advancement or recognition. Some of them, in fact, actually 
performed the duties of their much less competent superiors. Others 
were from time to time dropped by the wayside. 

These practices just outlined evitably resulted in an increasingly 


lopsided and heavily centralized organization. The Director’s office, - 


at Salt Lake City, Utah, became heavily overstaffed, and, to only a 
somewhat less extent, this was true also of the nine regional offices 
and staffs, while in many instances the district offices, where the 


essential work of grazing administration occurs, were understaffed. 


This top-heavy staffing of the Grazing Service has been a constant 
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source of criticism by the many advisory boards, local, State, and 
national. The Committee on Appropriations of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, in its report of April 1945 had this to day: 

The committee is convinced that the Grazing Service has become so top-heavy 
that it is virtually impossible for it to function appropriately as was originally 
_ planned. 

The committee further believes that the mushroom growth of the Grazing 
Service is largely responsible for its failure to function properly and for its lack 
of success in producing sufficient revenue to maintain itself. It finds that the 
Service is headed by a Director’s office, with 10 regional offices and 60 grazing dis- 
tricts with 57 administrative units. This overgrown organization is highly im- 
practical and unbusinesslike. It recommends the elimination of many of the 
suboffices and other duplicating activities. * * * 


THE ConrTROVERSY Over GRAZING FEES ? 


The Taylor Grazing Act (sec. 3) authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior to issue permits to graze livestock on the public lands within 
grazing districts ‘upon the payment annually of reasonable fees in 
each case to be fixed or determined from time to time.”’ The act does 
not provide a definition of what is considered to be a reasonable fee. 

Karly in 1936 the Secretary fixed the rate of fees to be charged at 
5 cents per animal-unit-month of feed. Fora number of years officials 
of the Grazing Service made serious efforts to have the rate of fees 
increased. ‘This, obviously, was for the purpose of collecting increased 
revenues as a justification for their constantly increasing demands on 
the Congress for ever larger appropriations. 

In 1941 the Grazing Service conducted a so-called range-appraisal 
study designed to furnish a statistical base for a higher rate of fees. 
The findings of this study were presented in considerable detail by its 
authors before this committee in three of its public hearings in the 
Western States. The report was closely analyzed by the livestock 
men in attendance, and its glaring weaknesses and inadequacies 
brought to light. So effective were these criticisms, and so many and 
serious were the uncertainties facing the western livestock industry 
in the wartime, that early in 1942 the Director of Grazing, who had not 
approved the report, gave his assurance that there would be no changes 
in the grazing fees while the war emergency continued. That assur- 
ance was repeated by the Assistant Secretary of the Interior 2 years 
later before the National Advisory Board Council. 

However, within a few weeks after the Assistant Secretary gave his 
assurance to the livestock industry, officials of the Grazing Service 
embarked upon a renewed campaign for increased fees. This occurred 
when the Acting Director of Grazing and the liaison officer in the 
Washington office of the Grazing Service appeared before the Sub- 
committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives on 
February 29, 1944. Wholly upon their own initiative, and entirely 
gratuitously, these officials placed before that subcommittee certain 
isolated figures, said to be derived from the range appraisal study of 
1941; and alleged to show that the grazing on the public lands within 
the 60 grazing districts was actually worth to the livestock users 

1 Report of Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, 79th Cong., 1st sess., appropriation 
for Department of the Interior, p. 10. 

* For a full discussion of grazing fee matters see the Fourth Partial Report of this committee, S. Rept. 
No. 808, pt. 2, 79th Cong., on Grazing District Fees (May 9, 1946). 

3 An animal unit means the equivalent of 1 horse or cow, or 5 sheep or goats. 


4 These are the same two officials referred to earlier in this report as the ones most responsible for the 
maladministration and malpractices that have prevailed in the Grazing Service. 
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thereof nearly 7 times as much as the Grazing Service was collecting | 
in the form of grazing fees.’ — 3 

‘Lhese figures, presented to the Subcommittee on Appropriations 
without any explanation as to how they were derived or what they, 
in fact, represented, were deliberately and erosshy misleading. They 
gave to that subcommittee, and through it, to the House of Repre- 
sentatives, a greatly distorted picture of the facts underlying the 
question of the proper level for grazing fees. No member of that 
subcommittee, as then constituted, was from a public-land State or 
acquainted first-hand with the conditions and problems of livestock 
production on the open public range. Nor has that utterly false 
picture, thus portrayed to the House Subcommittee on Appropriations 
nearly 3 years ago, ever been corrected by the Grazing Service repre- 
sentatives. That subcommittee has never had the correct facts 
presented to it. 

Faced with this grossly distorted portrayal of what appeared to be 
a misalinement of grazing fees and the cost of administering the 
erazing districts, coupled with large increase in appropriations asked 


by the Grazing Service, the House Committee on “Appropriations 
instructed the Grazing Service to raise the rate of the grazing fees in 
order to bring its revenue collections more nearly in line with the 
administration costs, before it again asked for larger appropriations. 

This episode touched off the bitter controversy over erazing fees 
which led to a drastic reduction in the regular appropriation for the 
Grazing Service, and which, in turn, has brought about the present 
period of chaotic uncertainty and demoralization in the administra- 
tion of grazing upon the public range. 

Approximately 2 months later, in May 1944, a new Director of 
Grazing was appointed; and in November of the same year the new 
Director, without prior notice or warning, disclosed to the National 
Advisory Board Council his plan to treble the grazing fees, to be 
effective at the beginning of the next grazing season, then but a few 
weeks away. The Council strongly dissented from the Director’s 
proposal, and offered counterproposals ofitsown. —! | 

The livestock users of the public lands felt that this whole plan was 
unfair and unsound, based upon a misrepresentation of the facts, and in 
direct violation of the binding assurances given by the Department of 
the Interior, first through the former Director of Grazing and later 
through the Assistant Secretary. 

At this juncture, the representatives of the livestock interests 
concerned appealed to this committee to have the change in fees 
deferred, and to conduct public hearings in the public-land States 
where the matter could be thoroughly discussed, on its merits, with 
an opportunity for all interests to be heard. This committee suc- 
ceeded in persuading the Secretary of the Interior reluctantly to defer 
his decision. Then ensued, during 1945, a series of 10 public hearings 
in Washington, D. C., and in 8 of the Western States. 

At the close of these hearings both the members of this committee 
and the livestock men generally were strongly of the opinion that the 
Grazing Service had not been able to justify the increase in grazing 
fees at that time, and that before the rate of fees is changed there 
should be a careful and unbiased study of the factors involved, by 
some disinterested group or agency. Such a study would be particu- 


5 See pp. 51-52, fourth partial report of this committee. 
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larly designed- to determine what proportion of the costs of adminis- 
tering the public grazing lands is properly chargeable to the livestock 
industry, and what proportion should be charged to other, and the 
broad public, interests. 

On January 25, 1946, the Secretary of the Interior informed this 
committee that he would take no action to increase the grazing fees 
until 6 months after the discontinuance of the subsidy payments for 
beef-cattle production and for sheep and lamb production. ; 


ReEpucED APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE GRAZING SERVICE 


The regular appropriation for the administration of the grazing 
districts is designated as the ‘‘salaries and expenses’’ appropriation 
for the Grazing Service. This appropriation was increased regularly 
and rapidly from $250,000 for the fiscal year 1936 to $1,047,740 for the 
fiscal year 1945. The first decrease in this appropriation appeared 
for the fiscal year 1946, when the amount was $979,470. This re- 
duction was a direct result of the representations, or rather mis- 
representations, by Grazing Service officials before the Subcommittee 
on Appropriations of the House of Representatives, previously re- 
ferred to. 

For the current fiscal year, 1947, the “‘Salaries and expenses”’ appro- 
priation is $550,000. However, this includes $125,000 earmarked for 
the payment of the terminal leave of employees dismissed in the 
necessary reduction-in-force prorram. For comparative purposes, 
this item should. be: deducted from the $550,000, leaving a-net of 
$425,000, as compared with $979,470 and $1,047,740 appropriated for 
same purposes for the fiscal years 1946 and 1945, respectively.® 

In addition to the ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’ moneys, the direct appro- 
priations by the Congress for the Grazing Service include $7,500 for 
the leases of grazing lands (under ‘the Pierce Act), $40,000 for fire 
fighting, and $205,000 for range improvements (the so-called 25- 
percent funds).’ 


CONSOLIDATION OF GRAZING SERVICE WITH GENERAL LAND OFFICE 


On May 16, 1946, the President submitted to the Congress his 
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1946.2 One part of this plan provided 
that the General Land Office and the Grazing Service be merged to 
form a new Bureau of Land Management. In the absence of disap- 
proval by both Houses of the Congress, the plan became effective on 
July 16, 1946. 

The plan abolished the positions of Commissioner and Assistant 
Commissioner of the General Land Office, the Director and ‘all 
Assistant Directors” of the Grazing Service, all Registers of the dis- 
trict land offices, and the United States Supervisor of Surveys; and 
created the new positions of a Director of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, an Associate Director, and ‘‘so many Assistant Directors 
of the Bureau of Land Management as may be necessary.” 

6 The original estimate by the Grazing Service for “Salaries and expenses’’ for the current fiscal year was 
$2,153,760. The Bureau of the Budget reduced this estimate to $1,784,500; and the Congress reduced it 
further to $550,000 in the appropriation act. 

7 The Taylor Grazing Act provides that of the moneys collected as grazing fees, 50 percent shall be returned 
to the States for the benefit of the counties in which they originate, to be expended as the respective State 
legislatures shall direct; and 25 percent of the collections may be used, when appropriated by the Congress, 
for the construction and maintenance of range improvements. 


8 See exhibit A of this report for those portions of the text of the President’s message and of the Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 3 which pertain to the Bureau of Land Management. 
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All of the newly created positions, including that of Director, are 
“appointed by the Secretary of the Interior under the classified civil 
service and subject to the Classification Act of 1923, as amended.” 
This provision effectively eliminates all voice of the Congress in the 
selection and appointment of the directing heads of the Bureau. 
Heretofore the nominees for the positions of Commissioner of the 
General Land Office and the Director of the Grazing Service have 
- been subject to confirmation by the Senate. | 

It is the considered opinion of this committee that the reorganiza- 
tion plan should be amended to provide that at least the Director and 
the Associate Director of the Bureau be-subject to confirmation by the 
Congress, and the chairman of this subcommittee has introduced in the 
Senate a bill to bring this about. - 

It is stated in the President’s message that these two agencies, the 
General Land Office and the Grazing Service, had divided “responsi- 
bility for the major portion of the multiple-use federally owned lands 
now held by the Department of the Interior”; that these lands ‘‘are 
comparable in character and in use”; that the consolidation of the 
agencies should result in some economies; and that the ‘ Utilization 
of land within grazing districts for nongrazing purposes will be subject 
to only one classification examination, rather than dual examination 
as is now necessary.”’ The significance of the latter item will appear 
later in this report. 

Immediately after the Reorganization Plan No. 3 became effective, 
the Secretary of the Interior appointed a special assistant to make an 
analysis of the widespread dissatisfaction with the administration by 
the erstwhile Grazing Service, both in Congress and in the Western 
States generally, and to recommend plans for the organization of the 
~ new Bureauof Land Management. ‘This representative of the Secre- 
tary consulted extensively with the various advisory boards, local, 
State, and National, as well as Government officials and many others. 
These consultations included joint meetings of the National Advisory 
Board Council and the executive committees of the two national live- 
stock associations. ‘This committee is informed that the completed 
report and recommendations were presented to the Secretary on No- 
vember 15, 1946, and that the special assistant has returned to 
_ private life. 

This report and these recommendations have not yet been made 
public, nor is it known whether or to what extent they may be ac- 
cepted and put into effect by the Secretary. However, some features 
of the recommendations, through public discussion, have come to the 
knowledge of this committee. These include the recommendation 
that the grazing fees be increased from the present rate of 5 cents to 6 
cents per animal-unit month, with an additional 2 cents per animal- 
unit month to be used to finance improvements on the public range; 
that the Taylor. Grazing Act be amended to provide that (a) the per- 
centage of the fees collected that are returned to the States of origin, 
in lieu of taxes, be reduced from the present 50 percent to 25 percent, 
and (b) that the remaining 75 percent of the fees remain in the United 
States Treasury to the credit of the general fund. This would 
eliminate the 25 percent of the fees at present subject to appropriation 
by the Congress for range improvements to be installed by the former 
Grazing Service. : | 

These recommendations, too, would provide (a) that the former 
Grazing Service become the Branch of Range Management in the 
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Bureau of Land Management; (6) that the number of regional offices 
and staffs be reduced from nine to five; and (c) that the topheavy 
Director’s office and staff be greatly reduced in size. Heretofore, the 
Director’s office and the regional offices have absorbed approximately 
two-thirds of the appropriations for salaries and expenses, leaving but 
one-third of these funds for the support of the district offices. But 
under these proposals this proportion would be reversed; approxi- 
mately 65 percent of the funds to be expended directly for the ad- 
‘ministration within the grazing districts, and not more than 35 percent 
of the moneys to be used for the support of the central office and the 
five regional offices and staffs. | 

The careful study by the special assistant to the Secretary of the 
Interior convinced him that, with the recommended change in the 
rate of fees, the 75 percent thereof to remain in the Federal Treasury 
would adequately meet the costs of administration properly charge- 
able to livestock. For the purpose of his estimates, he used the rela- 
tively high figure of 75 percent of the expenditures as chargeable to 
the livestock users of the districts. 

This committee is in full agreement with the intent of this proposal 
to decentralize the ogranization, and to center the expenditure of 
funds and the responsibility for the grazing administration within the. 
grazing districts where the actual productive administrative work is 
- performed. ; | 

The report of the special assistant to the Secretary of the Interior 
further recommended that a study be undertaken immediately by a 
disinterested outside agency, the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of 
the Department of Agriculture, to determine the proportion of the total 
cost of administering the grazing districts that is properly chargeable 
to the livestock users thereof. Throughout the whole controversy 
over grazing fees, such a basic study has been strongly insisted upon 
by the National Advisory Board Council and the other livestock 
representatives; but the Grazing Service took no steps to have it 
undertaken. Nor, so far as this committee knows, have such steps 
yet been taken. The former Director of Grazing estimated, tenta- 
tively, that from a half to two-thirds of the costs of administering the 
grazing districts are properly chargeable to the livestock users of the 
districts, the remainder being chargeable to the public interest for 
such activities as those connected with the protection of wildlife, 
watershed protection to lessen the siltation of irrigation reservoirs, a 
portion of the cost of fire protection, and some other items. He later 
expressed his belief that the proportion probably approach one-half 
rather than two-thirds. , 


Tuer TRANSITION PERIOD 


- From the beginning of the present fiscal year, 1947, the administra- 
tion of grazing in the grazing districts has been in a state of flux and 
considerable confusion. This has been due primarily to two factors: 
(a).the drastic reduction in the current appropriations for the Grazing 
Service administration and (6) the adoption of the reorganization 
plan consolidating the Grazing Service with the General Land Office, 
and especially the delays in formulating and making effective the 
structural and personnel changes involved in this consolidation. In 
‘addition to this, early in the fiscal year the three top directing heads 

97428472 
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of the former Grazing Service (Director, Assistant Director, and Acting 
Director) were relieved of their functions therein, and assigned to other 
agencies for the time being. They are still in that status. 3 

The appropriation bill for the Grazing Service, as it passed the 
Senate, contained a provision that would have limited the number of 
regularly employed administrative personnel to 100. This would have 
represented a reduction from about 275 employed in that category 
during the preceding fiscal year. This limitation was removed when 
the bill was in conference. Nevertheless, in view of this expression 
on the part of the Senate, and the severe castigation to which the 
Grazing Service was subjected when the appropriation bill was before 
the House of Representatives, both in committee and on the floor, it 
is of some interest, if not concern, to note how the Grazing Service 
met and adjusted itself to this transition period.® 


LAST-MINUTE PROMOTIONS 


Among the first actions taken by the inner group in control of the 
Grazing Service, immediately after it was known that the House of 
Representatives and the Congress would drastically reduce the 
‘Salaries and expenses” appropriation and confront the Grazing 
‘Service with an extremely serious adjustment problem, was to provide 
immediate and substantial promotions in the salaries of the key 
members of that group, and of certain lesser officials who were con- 
sidered to be good cooperators with the group. In other words, these 
substantial and last-mmute promotions were given by the key officers 
to themselves and their favorites as soon as the word was out that 
there was impending a drastic shortage in the appropriation to be 
available for the payment of salaries. 

This action may be visualized from the following list of promotions 
effected between the dates of April 15, 1946, and June 30, 1946. The 
list does not include any periodic or pay-adjustment promotions 
provided by law. 


TABLE 1.—Some promctions of personnel in Grazing Service immediately after 1 
was known that the appropriation for salaries and expenses would be drastically 
reduced by the Congress 


Date of : 
Position promo- Kind of | Extent of pro- 


tion, 1946 promotion ‘motion 
’ 
Acting: Directors ole Graz ings. erty oases be oer cate Bee ee ne ee Apr. 15 | P-6to P-7_| $6,440 to $7,175. 
rA'Ssistant a) inectomol Grazing: 222.4) tiene d eae sieges Apr. 21 (1) $7,437 to $7,700. 
Region aeraziery eyes eee oF eee eo er eine Fee a May 21 | P-5to P-6_| $5,600 to $6,230. 
a0 a) Nectar SURES) Nea AMR OR Ap nine rh ep NG ela ae glee "evapo ce | Ml dO eae. $5,390 to $6,230. 
i ts a ee Sn ed SORE a eee Aba neat Amy eee Pas Ao UIT) eleanor Do. 
ASsistant Tegional Srazier= ese ae eee ree ohne eons Apr. 13 | P-4to P-5_| $4,300 to $5,180. 
Range. examiners >. 4. owes eek ona Gary Demi eee al ares June 2 | P-8to P-4_} $3,970 to $4,300. 
MD, 2 ig dt SSA REE Ae CO Ei ha ean SN ney Gr June 3 |_-.do__-___| $4,080 to $4,300. 
District prazior 2. share PS CO ae: Rel San OC aa ee ait a JUNC? ore = $3,640 to $4,300. 
Do SRE pe 2285 ae Ee oe ie nig tod Oil Ae iy ea ad ei eae eee June+16 | =2.do022222-- Do. 
Ye Pee PW ers eet eae he ee IR ATT Dh ee ak tees Che PL ad War 5: JUNnees0ye22dQ2—2 =s Do 
DO oe aaa es TT ee Sue ee Peay Ete Pate ae ee eee June 16. eedon = Do 
DO see Bill gba h WOE oot are eee on oe ie ee GO pie hie, Gos ys Do 
TD Ee Nat Sate ge VRIES, COS TT IN Sine a A ge ve ea ee doz as dGe2--2 0. 
DO S555 & Soke She chet Bea dog Ree BORE tele kel BES JUNE, §23>)Se\docesses> $3,090 to $3,640. 


1 Reward for superior accomplishment. 


NotE.—These promotions are entirely apart from and in addition to the periodic within-grade promotions 
and pay adjustments provided by law. All employees received an increase in salary, or ‘‘pay adjustment?’ 


9 The appropriation bill as it was approved by the House of Representatives carried for ‘‘Salaries and ex= 
penses”’ a total of $212,500, compared with $979,480 for the then current fiscal year, and $1,047,740 for the pre- 
ceding year. This was exclusive of $7,500 approved for the leasing of grazing lands (under the Pierce Act) 
and $205,000 for range improvements (25-percent fund). 
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USE, OF CONTRIBUTED AND OTHER FUNDS 


As soon as it became apparent that it was the intention of the 
Congress to reduce drastically the appropriation for the Grazing 
Service, the officials thereof initiated an active campaign to obtain 
moneys from other sources to keep the organization intact without 
change, of with a minimum of reduction in staff. The campaign was 
further intensified after the appropriation bill was approved. 

The district graziers and the staffs of the regional offices were 
instructed to appeal to the local advisory boards and the grazing 
district users generally to contribute funds to keep the district offices 
functioning without reduction in staff or scale of operations. Meet- 
ings were held throughout the grazing districts, with ample publicity 
in the press and otherwise. The appeal was for moneys from two 
sources: (a) Private funds from individual stockmen and (6) 50-percent 
moneys returned to the several States and, in most of the States, 
customarily allotted to specific range-improvement projects approved 
by the advisory boards of stockmen. 

The appeal for donations from individuals met with a limited re- 
sponse, though some thousands of dollars were obtained in this 
manner.° In California grazing district No. 1, for example, the 
advisory board contributed an initial $1,000 for the expenses of the 
district office and the salary of a district clerk, obtained through an 
assessment of 10 cents per animal unit on all permittees using the 
Federal range. 

Much greater success was achieved in persuading the various ad- 
visory boards to turn over to the Grazing Service considerable por- 
tions of the 50-percent funds, to be used for saleries, travel expenses, 
office rent, and other costs of administering the grazing districts. Con- 
sierable sums were obtained in this manner, though much less than was 
importuned from the advisory boards by Grazing Service officials. 
For example, on July 15, 1946, the district grazier of Nevada grazing 
district No. 1, at Elko, Nev., presented to the advisory board a budget 
for that district office in excess of $13,000, with the request that it be 
paid from the 50-percent funds. The board, however, approved the 
use of $2,231 instead, te be expended over a period of 4 months. 
Similar situations developed in the Nevada grazing districts No. 2 
and 5. In the latter, the advisory board approved the use of 50-per- 
cent funds for district administrative expenses over a period of 4 
mouths, with the intention of later allotting additional moneys for 
that purpose. But when a meeting of livestock permittees and 
licensees in the district was called by the advisory board to consider 
such additional allocations of the 50-percent funds, any further use of 
these moneys for that purpose was strongly disapproved. 

These contributions to the administrative expenses were ener- 
getically solicited, and accepted by the grazing officials under the 
authority contained in section 9 of the Taylor Grazing Act, which 
reads as follows: 

The Secretary of the Interior shall also be empowered to accept contributions 


toward the administration, protection, and improvement of the district, moneys 
so received to be covered into the Treasury as a special fund, which is hereby ap- 


10 This committee has been unable to secure definite and complete data with respect to these privately 
‘contributed moneys. Officials of the former Grazing Service allege that their accounting section does not 
have that information; that for accounting purposes all moneys received from private sources and 50-percent 
funds are intermingled and all identity lost; that the moneys from the two sources are lumped together 
under the one heading of ‘‘Contributed funds.” + 
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propriated and made available until expended, as the Secretary of the Interior 
may direct, for payment of expenses incident to said’administration, protection, 
and improvement. 


EXTENT OF USE OF SUPPLEMENTARY FUNDS 


An approximation of the scale on which the officials of the former 
Grazing Service are resorting to the use of extraneous moneys to meet 
the current costs of administering the grazing-district lands may be 
gathered from the two following tables, compiled from records in the 
files of the Branch of Range Management of the Bureau of Land 
Management. This diversion of funds from the purposes for which 
they were intended is by no means a new device on the part of Grazing 
Service officials, as will appear later in this report. An old-established 
practice is now merely further extended and broadened to meet the 
situation created by the action of the Congress in greatly reducing 
the appropriation for administration purposes. 


TABLE 2.—Number of civil-service employees in Branch of Range Management, 
fiscal year 1947 


To be retained and paid from— 


To be 
termi tc Contrib-| Range 
Area of employment nated ahve ees uted |improve-| Total 
during a ure} funds ments 
penses’”’ | econserva- ae ; 
yea 5 : (private | (25 per- 
BREOS tion and 50 cent’ 
priation funds percent) | funds) 
Officeiof Directors se 22 6 ee ee ee ese 11 14 © al eve ge ee 34 
A cCoumtine MiGld-Unite2 See ee ee ee ete ai Saletan sees ein eae 8 
Utah-Colorados =... a eo ees es 18 17 10 1 26 1 72 
Nevada-Californiaes=:2 22220 eee 2 ee 5 7 8- pe as Sa 21 
IN GW IVEGRICOn eo ee a ne 2 Ee 1 6 8 el ee 23 
ASIZO mg Siler ee FRE eT Sze ee eel ieee ao a 3 1 1 1 6 
FOahO-Oreg Onis. eas es ae eee eae 3 12 il 10 1 37 
ViOIntan aot ee = Oe ee oe ee Eee ar 1 7 4 6 1 19 
VE VOI Seca it Eo 5) Giger remit yest 1 4 5 Cele ee 13 
Missouri River Basin...-2._2-2 =) 2-2. 2 Or eee A ot ee alias te SRE, ee Bree emcees ieee 
4 6 | AN Niecy Spr i Nee ade clita Ae Bes 42 73 64 55 4 238 


1 Also 4 district clerks carried on retained funds, i. e., moneys @isbursed directly by district advisory. 
boards (not deposited in U. S. Treasury). 


NotTse.—A number of the employees are paid from more than one source, but above tabulation contains 
no duplications. 


Source: Organization list in branch of operations, dated Sept. 2 and 27, 1946, with later revisions; in 
current use in November 1946 by Chief Personnel Officer. 


TABLE 3.—Sources of moneys for payment of salaries of regular employees retained 
by Branch of Range Management, fiscal year 1947 


Source of moneys for salaries 


Area of employment Salaries and| Soil and, see oa Total - 

expenses moisture Contrib- aye (25 

appropri- | conserva- | uted funds percent 

ation tion funds fund) 
OffiiceofDirectorsos 3 ste ee eee $90, 941 bya) te on li tel sel S| Fd Vd lA ed $118, 258 
Accounting Field Unite se: -c Ree Re ee PU OT LSE SES ht PER AI Ee » 21,911 
Utah—Colorado region: 

RegionalioiMmce: Vaasa ss a 26, 385 TOS SRA S| Ee LAS Nees eee 45, 969 
WD ISCTICES Sree ga Es hy ee Se eg hrs 34, 224 18, 259 $67, 610 $6, 378 126,471 


Totaltor Tegions cel setae es eee 60, 609 37, 843 67, 610 |. 6, 378 172, 440 


~N 
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TABLE 3.—Sources of moneys for payment of salaries of regular employees retained 
by Ry of Range Management, jiscal year 1947—Continued 


Source of moneys for salaries 


Area of employment Salaries and| Soil and arene t Total 
expenses | moisture | Contrib- a pe (25 
appropri- | conserva- | uted funds percerit 
ation tion funds fund) 
Nevada-California region: : i 
Remionat olfidee: fs. ecu. leu $16, 785 WAS, DOO!) LISS oak 2 ed ae $35, 340 
DUB PTC US oe oak rears Bite oe at Wars ca ren 18, 354 9, 514 $2, 820 $3, 021 33, 709 
Mots kor Teg lonms see ie tats he 35, 139 28, 069 2, 820 3, 021 69, 049 
New Mexico region: . 
Erepigtial OMCen Ts Sse MSS a ee 12, 549 CLG isk ae i eee Se 0 ao cae ey 38, 796 
SINS) RAV CS ee cas FANN hte BOP RO UE Dey Eeyore Wy 8 21, 318 9, 496 38, 158 4, 400 73, 372 
Total for region...._.___--._--.....-- 33, 867 35, 743 38, 158. 4, 400 112, 168 
Idaho-Oregon region: 
Regional OMiGees = bole yee Pee Let: Tye) sehen ee ~ 8,021 35, 242 
DiStRicis= stele: re FR ute ie, Lee ear og 31, 304 27, 276 BONO Lane Lee eee 94, 394 
Motakior regione. 2525 A 48, 415 42, 386 35, 814 3,021 +|- 129, 636 
Montana-W yoming region: ; j 
Regional eiieese 45) J. os suows- 222. 14, 097 INOS Sip 0 ee See's Bai eae pg 24, 967 
DOISURICtS 2s. S253 6, Sri te ee 24, 738 21, 176 26, 728 3, 427 76, 069 
2"Potal for Peeioi. os! Spe ses 38, 835 32, 046 26, 728 3, 427 101, 036 
Missouri-Riyer Basin<. 0.50 s.027 ucts oe Leos De ie hea etna Yee Pear ns TE aetetar savas c 17, 955 
Gira tGtal ewido oh aur a 325,761} 225,315 |. 171, 130 | 20, 247 | 742, 453 


Source: Organization list in branch of operations, dated Sept. 12 and 27, 1946, with later revisions to Noe 
vember 1947. 


The first of the above tabulations (table 2) discloses that in spite of 


the very large reduction in the appropriation for ‘Salaries and ex- 


penses,”’ the now Branch of Range Management carried on its rolls in 
November of this fiscal year 238 regular administrative employees, — 
compared with approximately 275 such employees in the previous 
year. Of these, 43 were scheduled to be separated during the year, 
leaving a supposedly permanent staff of 196, compared with the limit 
of 100 inserted in the appropriation bill by the Senate, but later re- 
moved when the bill was in conference. In addition, the personnel list 
shows four district clerks paid from retained funds, meaning 50-percent 
moneys expended directly by the advisory board, instead of tran- 
-ferring these moneys to the Federal Treasury. It is known, however, 
that the number of employees paid from retained funds is very much 
larger than this. The officials in charge displayed evident reluctance 
to make this information available to this committee. 

Of the 196 “‘permanent”’ regular employees, only 73, or 37 percent, 
are paid from the ‘Salaries and expenses” funds, the regular appro- 
priation by Congress for all administrative expenses of this agency. 
On the other hand, 64 of the regular employees to be retained receive 
their salaries from the soil and moisture conservation funds, appro- 
priated to be used solely for range improvements within the restricted 
areas of approved soil and moisture projects.’ Fifty-five of the em- 
ployees are paid from moneys contributed by individuals or allotted 
from the 50-percent funds; and four of the employees’ salaries come 
from the funds appropriated for range improvements, the so-called 
25-percent funds. 
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The second tabulation above (table 3) shows the significance of this 
brief analysis in terms of actual sums allocated for pay rolls, the total of 
which is approximately $742,453. Of this total, $325,761, or 44 per- 
cent, comes from the ‘‘Salaries and expenses” appropriation; $225,315 
or 30 percent, from the soil and moisture funds; $171,130, or 23 per- 
cent, from contributed funds; and $20,247, or 3 percent, from the 25- 
percent funds, appropriated for range improvements. ~ 

The total pay rolls of $742,453 may be compared roughly with the 
total “Salaries and expenses” appropriation $425,000, after deducting 
the $125,000 earmarked to pay the terminal leave of dismissed em- 
ployees. However, in this comparison the $742,453 must be consider- 
ably increased, because that sum represents salaries alone, whereas 
the “Salaries and expenses”’ appropriation covers many administrative 
costs in addition to salaries. 

The above items of 55 regular civil-service employees paid from con- 
tributed funds totaling $150,115 may well be compared, or rather 
contrasted, with the estimates for such employment contained in the 
Budget for the current fiscal year presented to the Congress by the 
President. These Budget estimates provided for but three such 
employees in the Grazing Service with total salaries amounting to 
$7,092. These appear under the heading “Trust accounts,” which 
include contributed funds from all sources." 


Restrictions oF Law AND ReeuLations Nor Auways OBSERVED 


When the campaign got under way in the active solicitation of funds 
from individual stockmen and the advisory boards to bolster the re- 
duced appropriation for grazing administration, plegdes of such con- 
tributions were obtained at first in considerable volume. However, 
when the contributors learned of the restrictions placed around the 
expenditures of such funds, the solicitors were less successful. } 

The usual procedure followed was for the district graziers, assisted 
by officials from the regional offices, to call meetings of the advisory 
boards, and often other permittees; then to explain that with the 
reduced appropriation it would be impossible to maintain the grazing- 
district administration. The advisory boards were then urged to pass 
resolutions turning over to the Department, for deposit in the Federal 
Treasury, large portions or all of the available 50-percent funds, 
together with private donations, to be expended for salaries and other 
administration expenses. The earlier resolutions approved by the 
advisory boards, particularly those in the State of Colorado, provided 
that the salaries involved be paid to individual employees named 
in the resolutions or to be approved by the boards. Usually the 
employees named were those then employed in the districts concerned. 

All such resolutions were later returned to the district graziers by 
the central office with instructions that they be replaced by resolutions 
omitting the contingencies involved. In probably a majority of the 
instances the boards approved the new resolutions, as requested, 
though frequently with much reluctance. However, in many cases 
the advisory boards refused to eliminate their conditions on the use 
of the allotted funds. 


11 See the Budget for the United States of America for the fiscal year 1947, p. 382. 
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The position of the Department in this matter was stated in the 
following excerpts from an official memorandum:!” 


A number of contributions have been received by the Bureau from grazing 
district advisory boards, together with statements conditioning the contributions 
upon their being used to pay the salary of named employees of grazing districts. 
This memorandum is being sent to you to indicate the reason why such conditions 
prevent acceptance of the contributions. 

The Secretary of the Interior is empowered under section 9 of the Taylor 
Grazing Act of June. 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269, 48 U. 8. C. 315) to accept con- 
tributions “toward the administiation, protection and improvement of the 
district * * *.’ While contributions may be made upon condition that they 
be expended only on a specified range-improvement project or for the general 
administration of a particular district, there is no authority to accept contributions 
which specify the particular administrative purpose for which the contribution may 
be used, as for the salaries of named individuals, or to operate offices at specified 
locations, or to perform specific functions. 

_An acceptance of such contributions as may restrict the scope of the Depart- 
ment’s discretion in matters of management or personnel selection would not be 
proper in the light of the duties and responsibilities of the Department. Where 
offices shall be maintained, how they shall be staffed, and what functions the 
staff shall perform cannot be determined by any outside agency or interest, how- 
ever well intentioned. Such contributions, therefore, cannot be accepted. [Italics 
supplied. ] ay 

In spite of the above and numerous similar statements as to the law, 
regulations, and policies at: issue, there were instances in which, when 
advisory boards were adamant, contingent contributions were accepted 
and expended. Examples may be cited from the actions taken in the 
Wyoming grazing districts Nos. 4 and 5. The criginal resolutions 
approved by the advisory boards for these districts named specific 
individual district graziers for whose salaries the money might be 
spent, but not for any others. The resolutions were approved by the 
acting regional grazier on July 2 and July 17, 1946, and forwarded to 
the central office of the Bureau. Later the resolutions were returned 
to the acting regional grazier with the following explanation, in part: 

It is suggested, therefore, that you explain to the board as a matter of formality, 
the naming of individuals in the resolutions makes it difficult for the Department 
to accept them. On the other hand, as a practical solution of the problem in 
Wyoming, the men will actually be retained where located * * * We are 
most anxious to receive the contributions and are appreciative of the boards’ offer 
to help out in the present emergency. I feel sure if the matter is properly pre- 


sented to them, they will understand the position we must take in order to comply 
with the law and regulations.8 [Italics supplied.] 


Despite the above references to “the law and regulations,” when 
the acting regional grazier asked the two advisory boards to amend 
their resolutions specifically naming the individual employees to whom 
the contributed moneys must be paid, the boards refused to do so.“ 
_The original resolutions were nevertheless reforwarded to the Wash- 
ington office, and approved, without change, by the Assistant Director, 
Bureau of Land Management, on August 18, 1946. The contribu- 
tions involved were $2,000 each, and are being expended, under the 
authority of the original contingent resolutions, to pay the salaries 
of the individuals * named in the resolutions, without regard to the 

12 Memorandum of October 21, 1946, by the Acting Director, Bureau of Land Management, to all grazing 
district advisory boards. 

13 Memorandum for the acting regional grazier, Rawlins, Wyo., July 18, 1946, by J. H. Leech, Chief, 
Branch of Lands. 

14 See two memoranda for the Director, by L. R. Brooks, acting regional grazier, both dated July 25, 
1946. (OA—Collections—Contributions—50-percent fund—W yoming). 


18 The district graziers named in the resolutions are J. L. Bagley and Ivan O. Vickers, for Wyoming 
grazing districts Nos. 4 and 5, respectively. 
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‘Jaw and regulations.’ As has so often happened in the adminis- 
tration by the officials of the former Grazing Service, the ‘law and 
regulations’? were yielded to expediency. 


Misuse oF Sort AND Moisture CONSERVATION FUNDS 


The irregular and arbitrary practices commonly indulged in by the 
directing officials of the former Grazing Service, and their disregard 
for the provisions of the acts of the Congress, may be illustrated by 
their misuse of the soil and moisture conservation funds allotted to the 
Grazing Service through the Department of the Interior. 

In this instance, the over-all result of this nuisuse, the illegal diver- 
sion of these funds, may be gaged by reference to the accounting 
records of the expenditures, although the accounting records by no 
means tell the whole story, if indeed they disclose the major part of it. 
In this instance, too, the Grazing Service officials were subject to the 
restrictive supervision of another agency in the Department, the Office 
of Land Utilization, through which these funds are allotted and the 
projects approved. In most other categories of funds, the arbitrary 
and irregular administrative actions and decisions by the highest 
directing officials are not so susceptible to definite detection and 
proof, though their widespread practice and serious results are well 
known to all who are acquainted with the administration of this 
agency. | 

The soil and moisture conservation funds, commonly referred to as 
the S. and M. funds, are appropriated by the Congress to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, which, in turn, allots the funds among the several - 
agencies therein which administer the public lands. A major part of 
the appropriation is allotted to the former Grazing Service, because of 
the large acreage of public lands under its immediate jurisdiction. 

~The Appropriation Act for 1947 states that these moneys are appro- 
priated— 

for all necessary expenses of administering and carrying out directly and in co- 
operation with other agencies a soil and moisture conservation program on lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior, in accordance with the 
provisions of the act of April 27, 1935 (16 U. 8. C. 590a—590f), and the Reorgani- 
zation Plan No. [V. *—* * ; x4 
The total appropriation for the current fiscal year is $1,509,830. 

By the Reorganization Plan No. IV of 1935, the President trans- 
ferred the Soil Conservation Service from the Department of the In- 
terior to the Department of Agriculture. Since that time the soil 
and moisture appropriations have provided for the soil-conservation 
projects on the public lands administered by the Department of the 
Interior. 3 

The Department regulations and instructions to the several agencies, 
as well as the terms of the appropriation act, require that the soil and 
moisture funds shall be used directly and exclusively on definite soil- 
conservation projects which have been submitted to and been ap- 
proved by the Office of Land Utilization. The Department regula- 
tions require that each project be confined to definitely described lands 
in a limited area. The Grazing Service, for example, was forbidden 
to use any of these funds on any lands except those within the bound- 
aries of the approved projects, or for any purpose other than those 
described in the projects. Repeatedly, submitted projects have been 
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returned to the Grazing Service because the areas described therein 
were much too extensive to be approved. In the official files are 
numerous warnings from the Director of Land Utilization that these 
funds must be used only on the areas and for the purposes just de- 
scribed; that they must not be used for general administrative pur- 
poses. To what extent the laws of the Congress and these regula- 
tions and instructions have been observed will appear hereafter. 


IMPORTANCE OF SOIL AND MOISTURE FUNDS 


The amounts of the soil and moisture funds allotted to the Grazing 
Service for each of the seven fiscal years 1941 to 1947 are shown in the 
following tabulation (table 4). For comparison, there is also shown 
the amounts of the ‘Salaries and expenses’ appropriations to the 
Grazing Service for the same years. 


TABLE 4.—Comparison of salaries and expenses appropriations and soil and moisture 
allotments to Grazing Service, fiscal years 1941 to 1947, inclusive 


Soil and moisture Soil and moisture 
! allotments allotments 
Salaries and} -——_—_—__—____—__ Salaries and Sa ee 
Fiscal year | 7 eeee Ratio to Fiscal year | “Pree Ratio to 
a ae salaries and aa ee salaries and 
Amount expenses Amount | expenses 
appropri- appropri- 
ation F ation 
SPOd Tec se ee $750, 000 $741, 298 GEOL fel O40 2. ee ees $979, 470 $515, 750 Boe’ 
1982 232 Sere 800, 000 751, 000 OSNG NW SLO4 Tom 550, 000 622, 000° 113.1 
0S eee ae 839, 300 522, 976 62.3 |---| 
1402 2 eee ore es 978, 700 547, 600 56. 0 Total__| °5, 945,210 |} 4, 193, 124 70. 5 
O45 = cree 1, 047, 740 492 500 47.0 


In the first fiscal year that the soil and moisture funds were avail- 
able, 1941, these moneys almost equaled the appropriation by Con- 
gress for the administration of the Grazing Service. For the current 
fiscal year, 1947, the soil and moisture funds are 13.1 percent greater 
than the appropriation for administration, or $622,000 and $550,000, 
respectively. For the whole 7-year period the soil and moisture 
funds amount to $4,193,124, compared with $5,945,210 appropriated 
for salaries and expenses. 

It is not difficult to see the temptation presented to the directing 
Grazing Service officials to divert soil and moisture funds to general 
administrative uses, ,in violation of the legislation contained in the 
appropriation acts of the Congress, as well as the Department regu- 
lations and instructions. This is exactly what has occurred, year by 
year, on a wide and increasing scale. 


NATURE AND JUSTIFICATION OF SOIL AND MOISTURE PROJECTS 


The following text of a memorandum, dated September 4, 1945, 
from the Grazing Service files, outlines the conception in that agency 
of its authorization, responsibilities, and ambitions with respect to 
its soul and moisture conservation program: 1° 


The Grazing Service is fully authorized under the provisions of the Taylor 
Grazing Act “‘to preserve the land and its resources from destruction, or unneces- 


' 1% Memorandum prepared for the Chief, Branch of Operations, for use in connection with the requests 
~ for appropriations. 
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sary injury” and “to continue the study of erosion and flood control and to 
perform such work as may be necessary amply to protect and rehabilitate the 
area.” In addition to this general authority, the Grazing Service has been 
authorized by the Office of Land Utilization to perform and administer that por- 
tion of the soil and moisture conservation work, taken over from the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service under the Fourth Reorganization Plan, which may be applied to the 
Federal range. 

In view of these definite authorities and responsibilities, this Service has been 
actively engaged in soil and moisture conservation work since 1935 and especially 
so since 1941, when the provisions of the Fourth Reorganization Plan became 
effective. The work consists primarily of those types of construction and area 
treatments which will restore and rehabilitate areas which have been depleted of 
forage due to overgrazing or natural causes, such as wind and water erosion. 
Projects on the depleted areas consist of artificial seeding, rodent control, contour 
furrowing, and various forms of structures and treatments designed to check or 
retard erosion. Projects immediately surrounding the depleted areas, for the 
purpose of accommodating livestock removed from the depleted areas pending 
restoration of the latter, consist of stock-water reservoirs, spring developments, 
wells, drift fences, stock trails, work roads to facilitate construction, and me- 
chanical treatments to check erosion, conserve water, and reduce soil losses. 

The amount of work of this sort which might be done on the Federal range, not 
only for the preservation of the forage but for the broader objectives of con- 
serving and protecting the soil and moisture resources, retarding floods and 
reducing the siltation of irrigation structures, is tremendous. The after-victory 
work program, prepared by this Service, in 1948, contains an estimate of $33,476,200 
for revegetation and $26,440,900 for special soil and moisture structures and prac- 
tices—a total of approximately $60,000,000 for soil and moisture conservation work. 

From 1941 to 1946, inclusive, the appropriations for soil and moisture funds to 
this Service have been $741,298, $751,000, $522,976, $547,600, $492,500, and 
$465,000, respectively. These figures show a gradual year-by-year decline, rather 
than an increase in the direction of the postwar goal. For this reason the Grazing 
Service feels justified in its request for an additional appropriation of $576,000 for 
1946, and an appropriation of $1,265,000 for the fiscal year 1947. [Italics 
supplied. ] 


SOIL AND MOISTURE FUNDS DIVERTED TO GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 


The accounting records of the former Grazing Service show a break- 
down of the expenditures of soil and moisture funds by that agency in 
the. two general categories of (1) general administration or super- 
vision, and (2) the amount spent directly on soil and moisture projects. 
This break-down for each of the seven fiscal years 1941 to 1946 is 
shown in the following table: | 


TaBLy 5.— Expenditures by Grazing Service from soil and moisture conservation 
funds: Amounts spent (a) on “Supervision,” and (b) directly on projects, fiscal 
years 1941 to 1946, inclusive 


Supervision ! Spent on projects Total expenditures 
Fiscal year J ee 


Percent Percent Percent 
Amount | 6ftotal | Amount | oftotal | A™OUnt | oF total 


LOA Ue hates on Ae iy Ps OM eae aa tee ae $82,097 | ~ 11.6] 2 $623, 679 88. 4 $705, 776 | 100. 0 


QA DS ier ee PUORED ce See eee ae ee 92, 885 12.8 3 632, 911 87. 2 725, 796 100. 0 
HEOY: edie yt tips ern Spt Wee Nar 8 ae Se 96, 732 19.2 406, 485 80. 8 503, 217 100.0 
TOAD iy ia Eh bree oS eed eB ea 8 141, 599 26. 0 401, 297 74. 0 542, 896 100. 0 
AAO sa, oe tet ee EB oe) Soho Sas AP Saree 226, 158 46.3 261, 905 53. 7 488, 063 100. 0 
1OAG iss She pee es Dos ERR ee eye 263, 528 52, 0 242, 379 48.0 505, 907 100. 0 


TOLER eee Ree ies 902, 999 26. 0 | 2, 568, 656 | 74,0 | 3,471, 655 100.0 
Neen eee eee eee eee eee ee ee SS aan 
1Jncludes administration from the Office of the Director. z 
‘ ee Oe $83,651 for ‘Preliminary surveys,’’ $111,862 for ‘‘Detailed range surveys,’’ and $3,000 for “‘Certi- 
ed claims. 
3 Includes $276,324 for ‘‘Detailed range surveys.” 


Source: Compiled from data furnished by Accounts Division of the Grazing Service. 
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These accounting records, by the Grazing Service itself, show that 
for the first fiscal year, 1941, the amount charged as supervision or 
general overhead was $82,097. In spite of the fact that the general 
trend in the amounts of the soil and moisture funds allotted thereafter 
was downward, the amounts charged as supervision or overhead in- 
creased steadily each year to the more than trebled total of $263,528 
in the fiscal year 1946. On the other hand, according to the account- 
ing records, the amounts of soil and moisture moneys actually spent on 
the projects, meaning on construction and other range improvements, 
decreased year by year from $623 ,679 in 1941 to little more than a third 
of that amount, or $242,379 in the fiscal year 1946. 

The rapidly mounting and grossly excessive supervision or overhead 
charged against the soil and moisture funds may be more clearly 
expressed as a percentage of the total soil and moisture expenditures. 
For 1941 the overhead charged to these funds was 11.6 percent of the 
total, and the percentage mounted each year, reaching the grotesquely 
topheavy figures of 46.3 percent for 1945 and 52.0 percent for 1946. 

Excessive as these overhead charges appear, there is good reason to 
believe that if the accounting records were examined, item by item, 
it would be found that the totals and percentages properly chargeable 
to supervision (or, more correctly, to the general administration of the 
mole agency) would considerably exceed the totals shown in the above 
table. 

These percentages of so-called overhead may properly be compared 
with generally accepted engineering standards for construction projects 
in other Government departments. The accepted standard by Army 
engineers, for example, is that overhead should not, on any project, 
exceed 10 percent of the total construction cost. 

The question may well be asked why the Department of the Interior 
permitted the Grazing Service to divert such grotesque proportions of 
its soil and moisture funds to supervision alone. The answer, in part, 
is that the estimates of costs for the soil and moisture projects, sub- 
mitted to the Department in advance for approval, were much less 
out of balance than the expenditures later proved to be. This is 
shown in table 6 (columns 1, 2, and 3) for the 1945 fiscal year. The 
estimates of the costs of these projects, submitted to and approved 
by the Director of Soil Conservation, in the Office of Land Utili- 
zation, assigned to supervision an average of 21.2 percent of the 
estimated total costs. However, when the soil and moisture funds 
were allotted to the Grazing Service, that agency, in turn, allocated 
the funds to its regional office on the basis that 37.5 percent would be 
spent for supervision, as shown in columns 4, 5, and 6 of table 6. 
But in the actual expenditures, the percentage for supervision was 
increased to 46.3 percent, as shown in table 5. In 1946 the proportion 
reached 52 percent. 

But even worse was the wide variation in the allotments for super- 
vision as between the several regional offices. For example, it will 
be noted that for Oregon 6.1 percent was assigned for supervision, 
but the Colorado region was allowed the fantastic proportion of 78.9 
percent to be used for overhead. } 

Of course, such figures as these mean that much of the soil and 
moisture funds were used not for the ‘‘supervision” of soil and mois- 
ture projects, legitimate or otherwise, but instead to pad or supple- 
ment the regular administrative funds—to pay the salaries of em- 
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ployees who had little or nothing to do with the soil and moisture 
conservation projects. This may be illustrated by an instance, ad- 
mittedly unusual, in which the report of a project in Montana showed 
a “cost” of about $1,900 for four guy cables on a windmill. When 


one of the engineers checked the case he found that the field agent — 


had included in the $1,900 of soil and moisture funds the salary of a 
clerk for the entire year ($1,700). 

That the Acting Director of Grazing was not unaware of this situa- 
tion is evident from the following excerpt from his memorandum of 
March 14, 1945, to the Chief of the Branch of Operations: 


The total allotment of soil and moisture funds to each region for 1946 corre- 
sponds quite well with the total estimates for each region as reported to the Office 
of Land Utilization on Form OLU-1. However, the break-down of these totals 
into administration and projects items does not correspond at all with the break- 
down shown on Form OLU-1, nor does the break-down for one region bear any 
relation to the break-down of the others. 


In the OLU-1 report the administration item averages 21.2 percent and the 


project item averages 78.8 percent, and this proportionate distribution obtains 
very closely for all regions. However, in the allotment of these funds the admin- 
istration item ranges from 6.1 percent in Oregon to_78.9 percent in Colorado, 
while the project items ranges from 21.1 percent in Colorado to 93.9 percent in 
Oregon. ‘There seems to be no logical relationsbip between these two items in 
the regional allotments. _ 

To further illustrate this inconsistency in the subdivision of regional allotments, 
I am submitting a tabulation showing the OLU-1 estimates and the correspond- 
ing allotments for each region for the fiscal year 1945. 


TaBLe 6.—Soil and moisture conservation projects, proportions of costs allocated for 
administration: Comparison of budget estimates submitted to department with 
allotments to regions by Grazing Service, fiscal year 1945 


oe ee TS 


Budget estimate ! Allotted to regions 2 


pe | 


—= 


For administra- For administration 


; tion 
Region ele Total cost 

Percent Ase Percent 

Amount | of total Amount | of total 

cost : cost 

(1) (2) (8) (4) (5) (6) 
ita es tt So ee eee pee ee ee $56, 938 $12, 888 22.6 | $55, 576. 25 $3, 532. 57 6.4 
NIG Ae Si Ge sock ya eee ek es 53, 750 12, 317 22.9 | 58,412.00 | 28, 034. 47 48.0 
QOFES OIE sets Sat ee ee Sah ee ee ae 41, 850 9, 053 21.6 41, 900. 00 2, 552. 00 6.1 
Ta aho wo Be ES pee ee Ss Se 49, 800 8, 424 16.9 49, 900. 00 8, 511. 71 Viel 
NOR GAN ate 2 oe oe = oe ne ee ae eee 39, 850 8, 559 JA ean) 40, 175. 00 24, 381. 96 60. 7 
NeVHNLeSiCOs: 2. kek Sie eins rs 54, 850 10, 001 18.2 | 58, 775. 00 10, 201. 58 (17.4 
New. Mexico;-district, 722.22 sce) 2 oe = 19, 900 4, 960 24.9 16, 925. 00 7, 529. 00 44.5 
Golorado2 2 hy tae: SS ee Oa ato. 47, 850 10, 579 Mp2 4 47,000.00 | 37, 088. 53 78.9 
NPIGOTG Kees 3 ce OS Eason Bed a 43, 850 9, 630 92.0 | 41,500.00 | 22, 000.00 53. 0 
VW SYGOTIITL OS 2 eS Dive deers eerie a Seana aa a Re eg 45, 850 10, 075 22.0'| 45,€98.00 ; 27, 227. 66 59.6 


AT) POSTON. Soot ee Be eee 454, 488 96, 486 21.2 | 455, 861.25 | 171, 059. 48 37.5 


1 Budget estimates submitted for approval to Director of Soil Conservation, Department of the Interior, 
on Form OLU-1. : 
2 Allotments to regions, by Grazing Service. 


Source: Compilation by Chief Engineer, Grazing Service (M projects, general, 1940-44). 


The responsibility for this deplorable situation in the use of soil and 
moisture funds does not lie with the engineers in charge of the im- 
provement projects, but instead with those few higher administrative 
officers, the chiefs of the branches and the Acting Director of Grazing. 

These are the ones who decided how the funds should be used, and how 


ee wee a ee ae Ss 
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“they should be charged in the accounting records. The engineers 
responsible for the actual construction frequently, or as often as they 
dared, entered their disapproval of this improper diversion of funds. 
A few of these objections appear in the files—and to anyone acquainted 
with the character of administration that has prevailed, it is clear that 
such protests required considerable temerity on the part of an engineer 
employee. One example from the files is the following excerpt from a 
statement on “‘Soil and moisture conservation,’ by the Chief En- 
gineer, dated November 20, 1944: 


Perhaps the most important matter in connection with the financing and 
budgeting of soil and moisture activities, and one which needs clarification and 
uniform regulation, is that of the uistribution and reporting of soil and moisture 
administrative allotments and expenses. Only about one-third to one-half of. the 
annual soil and moisture appropriations find their way into actual project work. 
The balance is used for administration, drafting offices, and range surveys. When 
this has been recognized in the past, efforts have been made to charge a part of these 
amounts to projects. * * * [Italics supplied.) 


WARNINGS BY DIRECTOR OF LAND UTILIZATION 


That the Department has not been unaware of the diversion and 
misuse of soil and moisture funds by the Grazing Service officials is 
amply attested by documents in the files. A few quotations therefrom 
will make this evident. | 

Under date. of May 26, 1943, the Director of Soil Conservation, 
Office of Land Utilization, in a memorandum to the Director of 
Grazing stated in part: 


Finally, as you know, there were many activities financed heretofore with 
soil and moisture conservation funds, which had only a very remote connection 
with rehabilitation of the natural resources and the land from which they came. 
Accordingly, we were desirous of restricting all expenditures for such indirect 
activities in order that we might accomplish more in actual rehabilitation work 
on the ground. We were especially opposed to making elaborate plans or pro- 
grams with little else oftentimes to show for the expenditures of money. The 
latter is of particular importance also in view of the attitude of the Subcommittee 
on Appropriations in the House, which has expressed itself very positively and 
adversely against such plans and surveys. 


Later in the same year (December 8, 1943) Liaison Officer Archie 
D. Ryan, in a memorandum to Acting Director of Grazing J. H. 
Leech, wrote in part: : 


_ I was called to Mr. Kavanagh’s office yesterday to receive a long dissertation 
and lecture on the seeming lack of care and thinking in planning in the submission 
of soil and moisture projects by the Grazing Service. * * * : 

Many questions were asked of me on all of these projects that:I simply could 
not answer, and I do not believe that any explanation would have been acceptable 
as there seems to be a very definite feeling that the Grazing Service is attempting 
more and more to utilize soil and moisture funds to pad its need for range manage- 
ment, improvement, and administration. : 

* * * Mr, Kavanagh was extremely critical and said that there had been 
a decided trend during the last 6 months toward the submission of unjustifiable 
soil. and moisture projects. [Italics supplied.] 


A few days later, the Acting Director, in a ‘Memorandum to all 
regional graziers’’ dated December 22, 1943, quoted from a letter by 
the Director of Soil Conservation, in part, as follows: 

. Referring again to the several statements made at different times in corre- 
spondence regarding the necessity of keeping our soil and moisture conservation 


funds definitely segregated from regular funds to avoid any charge of augmentation 
of regular appropriations, we are finding it necessary to define more clearly and 


- 
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definitely the classes of work that may be performed, with soil and moisture 
funds. * * * The tendency is being noted, however, of more and more de- 
pendence upon the soil and moisture funds by the various bureaus in Liew of the 
funds regularly appropriated to the bureaus. * * * Consequently, we must 
ask that projects and actual expenditures of funds be fully justified from a 
restoration and rehabilitation standpoint. We have explained that there is a 
vast amount of such restoration and rehabilitation work to be done on Depart- 
ment of the Interior lands and we are reasonably sure of a continuation of appro- 
priations so long as we confine our operations to a.type of work that is not adminis- 
trative, not an augmentation of that specifically required by the bureau, and 
hence a restoration or rehabilitation program. [Italics supplied.] 


In spite of many such warnings as those quoted above, the clearly 
illegal diversion and misuse of soil and moisture funds by the Grazing 
Service not only continued but was greatly accelerated, as is clearly 
shown by the previously quoted (table 5) rapidly rising percentages of 
the funds charged to general administration and supervision. 

The directing officials chiefly responsible for the continued and 
expanded misuse of the soil and moisture funds no doubt were the 
Acting Director of Grazing and the Chief of the Branch of Opera- 
tions. That these officials were fully aware of the legislative and 
other restrictions applicable to these funds is exemplified by the fol- 
lowing excerpt from the Acting Director’s ‘‘Instructions to Regional 
Graziers,’’ dated March 18, 1944: 


The question has been raised in this office regarding the use of foremen employed 
on the soil and moisture range improvement rolls to do certain planning or other 
staff work. The use of these men is clearly defined under the justification and 
provisions by which moneys are received for the payment of their salaries. 

Furthermore, your attention is called to a ruling of the Comptroller General 
stating that persons employed on range improvement funds could not be used on 
administrative work, but must be used strictly on project work." 

There is no question that the use of these foremen on general administrative 
work or on planning programs is improper. [Italics supplied.] | 

A still later warning with respect to the use of soil and moisture 
funds was issued by the Director of Soil Conservation, in his ‘“Memo- 
randum for the Director, Grazing Service,’’ dated October 16, 1945, 
as follows: 

As you know, there is considerable question as to whether the soil and moisture 
conservation funds of the Department are being used primarily to augment the regular 
funds of your Bureau for purposes directly connected with its administration. We 
have attempted heretofore to emphasize the fact that soil and moisture conserva- 
tion funds are being used primarily for the control of critical erosion conditions 
on lands that have been neglected by the Federal Government and are not used 
primarily for the benefit of the livestock industry even though that industry will 
profit by the improvement made. [Italics supplied.] 


SOIL AND MOISTURE FUNDS USED TO ‘‘PAD’’ ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS 


This committee has in its possession a detailed tabulation of the 
permanent administrative employees of the Grazing Service whose 
salaries were paid in whole or in part from the soil and moisture funds 
during the fiscal year 1946.% The tabulation was prepared and fur- 
nished by the Grazing Service itself. It does not, however, include 
the soil and moisture moneys paid in salaries or wages for temporary 
employees, of whom the number was large. Nevertheless, the tabu- 
lation does disclose something of the manner and the extent to which 
these funds were diverted from the purpose for which they were 


17 See exhibit C of this report for a decision by the Comptroller General. 
18 See exhibit B of this report. 
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appropriated by the Congress, and used to supplement or pad the 
regular administrative funds, the salaries and expenses appropriation. 
A brief analysis of some of the outstanding disclosures appear to be 
in order here. 

The total amount of soil moisture funds used to pay salaries of the 
permanent administrative employees in 1946 was $234,725.48. This 
is 45.5 percent of the total soil and moisture funds expended by the 
Grazing Service in that fiscal year. It is 89 percent of the $263,528 
charged by the Grazing Service as supervision. The other 11 percent 
doubtless went for travel and other expenses. 

It is small wonder that the accounting records show that 52 percent 
of the soil and moisture funds were charged to general administration 
or supervision. As a matter of fact, it 1s extremely probable that a 
close analysis of the items charged as spent directly on the soil and 
moisture projects would disclose that many of these should properly 
be added to the general administration or supervision, and _ that, 
therefore, considerably less than 48 percent of the funds were actually 
spent directly on the range improvements involved. The Chief 
Engineer in charge of range improvements (though not of the allot- 
ment of funds) has previously been quoted as protesting to his superiors 
that: “Only about one-third to one-half of the annual soil and 
moisture appropriations find their way into actual project work.” 
That statement includes the earlier years, before the diversion of 
funds had attained the proportions that it did in 1945 and 1946. 

The list of permanent employees paid from soil and moisture funds 
includes a number of persons who, this committee is informed, spent 
no time at all, directly or indirectly, on soil and moisture projects, 
and many more who spent but very small fractions of their time in 
connection with such projects. In fairness it should be stated that 
some of the approximately 130 employees paid from soil and moisture 
funds received varying proportions of their salaries from other sources, 
but it is clear that there was but little relation between these divisions 
of salaries and the work performed in connection with soil and moisture 
projects. A few random, and typical, examples will be cited. 

In the office of the Director, the entire salary of a range examiner 
was charged to soil and moisture funds, yet during the entire year, 
and prior thereto, this employee was in charge of personnel for the 
entire Grazing Service, giving all of his time to that work. The same 
is true of a duplicating-machine operator in the same office. Also, 
approximately 75 percent of the salaries of two administrative assist- 
ants was paid from these funds. 

The names of 53 clerks appear in this tabulation in question. In 
the Utah region alone, 11 clerks appear on this list, and a majority 
of these received their entire salaries from soil and moisture funds. 

In this tabulation of permanent administrative employees paid 
from soil and moisture funds appear the names of something more 
than 40 range examiners (after eliminating duplications). Con- 
siderably more than half of the aggregate salaries of this group of 
men was paid from soil and moisture funds in the fiscal year 1946. 
For this group, this committee has in-its possession a copy of a careful 
“Work time analysis by activities,’’ for 1946, prepared in the branch 
of range management of the former Grazing Service. This analysis, 
compiled from the official diaries of each “of the range examiners, 
shows that, as an average for the whole group, 6 percent of their time 
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was spent in connection with range improvements; and these improve- 
ments include those paid for from the 25-percent, 50-percent, access- 
road funds, and contributed funds, as well as those derived from the 
soil and moisture funds. It is believed that this disparity between 
the less than 6 percent. properly chargeable and the more than 50 
percent actually charged to the soil and moisture funds would be 
found to be reasonably representative of the other groups of em- 
ployees included in the soil and moisture tabulation in question, if 
such data were available. . 

The following table summarizes an analysis of the total salaries 
paid the 45 range examiners (there are 2 or 3 duplications) employed 
by the Grazing Service during the fiscal year 1946, compared with 
(a) the proportion of these salaries derived from the soil and moisture 
funds, and (b) the proportion of the official time spent on range 
improvements (of all categories) by these employees. The analysis, 
from data compiled by the Grazing Service itself, indicates that 51.6 
percent (but actually considerably more) * of the total salaries of 
this group was paid from soil and moisture funds, whereas they spent 
only 6 percent of their time on all range-improvement work, including 
soil and moisture projects. | 

In the State of Nevada, the five range examiners spent 1 percent 
of their time on all range-improvement work, but 100 percent of their 
total salaries were paid from soil and moisture funds.” 


TABLE 7.—Range examiners: Salaries paid from soil and moisture conservation 
funds, compared with time actually spent on range improvements, fiscal year 1946 


Charged to soil and | Percent 


asi moisture funds of eae 
Number | Yearly spent on 
Area of employment of range suas Percent ears 
: examiners| P Amount? | of total |"iite« 
salaries 3 | “H's 
(1) (2) (3) (4): 
Officeof- Dineetaneis= ae sa.s ee ee ee ee 1 $5, 600 | $5, 653. 16 100. 0 50 
Baa aN a gharep eee me ae pt ga io eae a a ek te a 6 17, 200 7, 104. 59 41.3 4 
Wevadacir os 5 tee So Peet tS ee eee is 16, 790 13, 916. 82 82.9 =: 
OF CSOT ator Be a er Sea Ae 8 25, 490 1,612.08. | 80,0 2 
Tao Se eee epee ore oe ee eo ee te ans 6 19, 200 14, 456. 07 Lond 16 
Iie et oe ae as eee eek Fe ee ee 6 19, 530 6, 818. 27 34.9 er) 
INOW INLOXICO a oe oe eee: cee Sates Seid IRS etn seamen 4 14, 230 5, 566. 42 39.1 | 2 
COloradG ae eae ees 4 13, 240 | 10, 935. 62 82.6 7 
AUTIZO TBE es = Roe Meh eae ee BOL GR ie Se ree eee 2 6, 840 1, 308. 82 19.1 8 
WW; VO LINED: 122 Me Ret Settee on te Bir ees i ere ee 3 10, 040 3, 018. 73 -- 30.1 16 
6 


"DOtAL OTA Velaves—. 2. nee nek oe ae een 45 | 148,160 | 76,451.03 51.6 


a 


i Based on last salary rate of each range examiner. It is assumed that each examiner was employed by 
the Grazing Service during the entire fiscal year. However, this is an ultra-conservative assumption, since 
25 of these range examiners were on military furlough for more than half of the fiscal year; 2 were separated 
from the service, and 4 were transferred to other agencies, during the year. 

2 From tabulation furnished by budget officer in Grazing Service. See exhibit B of this report. 

3'The correct percentages are very much higher than here shown. See footnote (!) above. 

4 From tabulated analysis of official diaries of the range examiner; and analysis made in Branch of Range 


Management, Grazing Service. Represents time spent on all range-improvement projects, whether sup- | 


ported from Soil and Moisture funds, 50-percent funds, 25-percent funds, or donated funds. ; 
5 This range examiner served as the officer in charge of personnel for the entire Grazing Service during all 
of the fiscal year 1946, and for a considerable period prior thereto. 


19 Actually, the percentage was very materially higher than this. In computing this average, from the 
data available, it was necessary to assume that each range examiner was employed for the entire year, at 
the salary rate in effect at the end of the fiscal year. However, 25 of these men were on military furlough 
for more than half of the year, 6 were separated from this service or transferred to other agencies before the 
end of the year, and some were promoted in salary during the year. (See exhibit D for details.) 

20 The table indicates that but 82.9 percent of the total salaries of these 5 range examiners came from soil 
and moisture funds. However, one of them was on military furlough for more than half of the year, and 
one was separated from the Service sometime between January 1 and May 1, 1946. ‘Therefore, in fact, their 
entire salaries were paid from soil and moisture funds. (See above footnote and exhibit D.) 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL’S DECISION VIOLATED 


It is presumed that the Acting Director of Grazing, in the previ- 
ously quoted reference to ‘a ruling of the Comptroller General,” 
had in mind the decision of June 17, 1937.7! 

That decision was addressed to the Secretary of the Interior, and 
was in reply to an inquiry as to the propriety of charging to the moneys 
appropriated for the range-improvement program ‘‘a proportionate 
part of the salaries of clerical employees engaged in this work.”’. The 
Secretary in his inquiry explained that— 3 

The work in connection with this program involves a considerable amount of 
details which must be performed by clerks at regional offices of the Division.22 
This work involves principally the maintenance of complete project records and 
the handling of requisitions, pay rolls, and vouchers. 

In his decision, the Acting Comptroller General concluded that the 
appropriation for the range improvement program (of which the soil 
and moisture funds are a very substantial part)— : 3 
was not intended to provide for payment of personal services as such. On the 
contrary, this appropriation is essentially one for the construction, purchase, and 
maintenance of range improvements within grazing districts. The administrative 
expense—including the hire of personnel—having been provided for by necessary 
implication under the general appropriation for the expenses of the Division of 
Grazing Control, the charging of a proportionate part of the salaries of clerical 
employees engaed upon the construction program to the construction appro- 
priation would indirecily tend to augment the general appropriation for adminis- 
trative expenses and, under the well-established rule, is unauthorized. Further- 
more, where an appropriation is made and/or intended for a particular purpose 
and has been so administered by the administrative office, the general rule is that 
another appropriation providing in general terms only—such as the construction 
appropriation here—may not be used for the same purpose. * * * 

Accordingly, the question is answered in the negative. 

It will be noted from the compilation of employees paid from the 
soil and moisture moneys (exhibit B) that the Grazing Service did 
not pay the salaries of these employees proportionately from the 
different sources of funds in the sense that the salaries were paid 
simultaneously from more than one fund. Instead, the employees 
were transferred back and forth from one fund to another, indis- 
criminately, and without any rhyme or reason. In very few, if any, 
instances did these meaningless transfers correspond with the actual 
work performed by the respective employees. The practice was, 
and is at best, only a subterfuge, if in fact it did even technically to 
some degree meet the objection raised by the decision of the Comp- 
troller General. In no sense whatever does the practice meet the 
spirit and intent of that decision; it directly violates the general rules 
cited by the Comptroller General 
_ It is perfectly clear from the abundant evidence in the possession 
of this committee, and which is but summarized in this report, that 
the Grazing Service regularly, flagrantly, knowingly, and on a con- 
siderable scale violated the laws of the Congress, as interpreted by 
the Comptroller General. That practice has been continued by its 
successor, the Branch of Range Management of the Bureau of Land 
Management. * i | 

It is also clear that this practice extends much farther than con- 
tinuing to do that which the Comptroller General declared to be 


41 See exhibit C of this report for the full text of this decision. ‘ : 
22 This refers to the Division of Grazing Control, the earlier name of what became the Grazing Service. 
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unauthorized by law. It has been the regular practice of this agency 
not only to pay the proportionate part of the salaries of clerical 
employees from the soil and moisture and similar funds, but it has 
done this and is doing this for a major part of its administrative and 
technical staffs as well. These “‘proportionate” payments of salaries 
have gone far beyond the proportionate time which these employees 
have actually spent on the work for which the several range improve- 
ment moneys, particularly the soil and moisture funds, weré appro- 
priated by Congress. These funds have been used to pay the entire 
salaries of employees who performed no work at all on the soil and 
moisture projects: This illegal practice cannot be too strongly 
condemned. It should be discontinued forthwith. 


TotaL Funps ror RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


In addition to the soil and moisture conservation funds available 
for range improvements within the boundaries of approved project 
areas, the Grazing Service has had at its disposal several other sources 
of funds for the construction, purchase, and maintenance of range 
improvements. During the fiscal years 1936 to 1943, inclusive, a 
total of $17,738,695 was available through the Civilian Conservation 
Corps camps and funds, but these have been discontinued. 

The Taylor Grazing Act (sec. 10) authorizes the use of 25 percent 
of the collections from grazing fees for range improvements, when 
appropriated for this purpose. | 

The Taylor Grazing Act (sec. 16) also provides that 50 percent of 
the grazing fees collected shall be returned to the States, “to be 
expended as the State legislatures may prescribe for the benefit of 
the county or counties in which the grazing districts or the lands 
producing such moneys are situated.’ In most of the States con- 
cerned, the State laws provide that these moneys shall be used for 
range improvements within the grazing districts, in most instances 
upon range improvement projects approved by the advisory boards. 


It has been the practice of the Grazing Service to persuade the various 


advisory boards to authorize the use of as much as possible of these 
funds directly by that Service, after they have been covered into a 
special fund in the Federal Treasury. Such funds are then available 
until expended, without time limit. The balance of the funds remain- 
ing with the advisory boards are expended directly by the boards or 
allotted to other agencies, such as the Fish and Wildlife Service, to 
be expended within the grazing districts. 

The Grazing Service estimates that approximately 17 percent of 
the 50-percent funds has been turned over to the Department in this 
manner for expenditure directly by the Grazing Service.” However, 
there is good reason to believe that the percentage has been con- 

siderably larger than this estimate would indicate. 


In the fiscal years 1943 to 1946, inclusive, substantial sums have 


been allocated to the Grazing Service for the development of access 
roads to make available mineral deposits of strategic materials. 


These funds are generally referred to as the working fund. These ~ 


allocations have been discontinued with the 1947 fiscal year, except 
for the completion of a few projects. 


23 See fourth partial report of this committee, p. 22, footnote 8. 
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The amounts of these several funds available to the Grazing Service 
for the current and two preceding fiscal years are as follows: 


TABLE 8.—F unds available to the Grazing Service for range improvements, fiscal years, 
1945, 1946, and 1947 


Fiscal years 


1945 1946 1947 
Soil and:-moisture. conservation funds -.3 54240025 lee eee “| — $492,500 $515, 750 | $622,000 
50: percentitunds returned. to States: 202 2s she) 2 es es ee 382, 585 368, 017 (1) 
25 percent funds appropriated by Congress____.-...~-.-__-___---_=_- 115, 060 105, 950 205, 000 
“Access. ronds-Gvorking fund) 222 520, 500 3 146, 500 0 


ia WERE Sales eke chek Tats [aegis Ac cals 1, 510, 585 | - 1, 126, 217 


1'To be determined when total collections from grazing fees are known. 

* Allotted by Public Road Administration from its appropriations. 

3 According to the annual report of Grazing Service for 1946, under heading, ‘‘Range improvements” 
~ (copy in files dated July 15, 1946), ‘‘$391,727 was earmarked for access roads.’’ 


In addition to these several sources of,funds, other moneys are 
available from donations, principally from*livestock men. Much of 
this consists of materials and labor contributed by livestock per- 
mittees for range improvements on the public range used by them. 
It has been impossible to find comprehensive statements of these - 
contributions, probably due to the incomplete accounting records. 
A few fragmentary statements may be quoted from the files. 

The following copied statement shows the break-down by regions of 
the private donations and 50 percent funds not covered into the 
Treasury, for the fiscal year 1945: 


‘ 


Range improvements, 1945 fiscal year—Summary of funds spent locally for range 
emprovements, not contributed to the Treasury 


50-percent Private 
fund, donated| donations ! 


MibakW a ase as cee eke Meek eed Te reaper he a eed die pul Ra a ea es EDT ay re be $115, 818. 48 $19, 984. 02 
ENS NEUCL ED aceg EEL EDN Lees te Su eter Oe enetnae DSR ee ay es ge ew tare eres Ora Se feat 12, 004. 94 23, 096. 50 
INE SO chars he eeee TRG Men kin naw tee be CSS Eee Lise ee tet 215 317..10 27, 524. 40 
Gas! GY Ea eg Se ORME RN. St vec eae Seger Wiapeake ea es Ao gE TER cP ean Ia: SPR POA ioer ea 29, 753. 86 9, 001. 86 
AVE thiea Wine rere ney et mee eek IS Pier te Se ee AAT RAT SAR Ae 19, 416. 50 2, 812. 80 
PNG WCRI GG a2 ee ON PNY Son ak SR) Pure his exe 3 eet Wins ego, F 3, 615. 14 20, 147. 32 
Colorado: tae ot ee ee Se fT ES eR SN oan SEE Fac pe ak A Ps ln ORS 10, 627. 79 
ZOOM Son PERO Seared pee. tol es 8 ET, PUPS eS ieee fed Ob wie bene ee Sep eee OR eee 18, 752. 83 
NVC 4 Ate eae eae ere las pa Ne he bee BaP ES pera be SOLS eS ly 44, 560. 69 18, 298. 44 

PA BOY fo¥ wits 2 aN ta Ss, oe G1 AoE RE Ld cae to SE WON pe A 246, 386. 71 150, 245. 96 

‘Total 50-percent fund.and priyate:donations..- 221-2 a 396, 632. 67 


_ | Private contributions for range improvements represent materials and labor furnished by the stockmen 
and others for the construction and maintenance of range improvements under cooperative agreements, 
whereby the improvements constructed belong to the Government. 

2The amount is estimated for the Montana region and the Wyoming region; and other regions are ree 
ported in actual expenditures. 


Source: Copied from Grazing Serviee file, Improvements, 0; general, 1945. 


Another statement from the files, covering estimated expenditures 
for range improvements in the 1946 fiscal year follows. The ‘‘50-per- 
cent fund, deposited”’ [in the Fedéral Treasury], of $103,581.39, and 
the “50-percent fund, undeposited,’’ of $180,850.56, total $284,431.95, 
compared with the total of $368,017.46 actually returned to the States 
for that fiscal year. 


% For similar data for the earlier years, see fourth partial report of this committee, p. 21. — 
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Range improvement program, 1946 fiscal year 


Estimated expenditures of the various funds for the construction of range 
improvements and range conservation programs: 


Borland morsture se Le teen see ee aN ee anne en ee eee $465, 000. 00 

25-pereenti funds Jo hes oe ek a sb A A be LI BAN im ANS 105, 950. 00 
50-percent fund: yeni 

Deposttedia eats sn 8 oka el ea eee 2 SR ee 103, 581. 39 

BN its Cay orev kit Se st ts Mee te iy Ae be ON Ee ae etn ENS ANE ope Hes Ue a 180, 850. 56 

Private: contributions, undeposited.2_ =. . 2. 5_ 222 SoS 121, 698. 44 

998, 562. 56 


Source: Copied from Grazing Service file—improvements, O, general, 1945. 


The following statement, dated July 15, 1946, appears in the files 
as a portion of 1946 fiscal year annual reports, under the heading, 
“Range improvements.” et 

All in all, $833,000 was expended during the year for the development, improve- 
ment, and maintenance of projects on the Federal range—all funds included. — Of 
this amount, $391,727 was earmarked for access roads. Of the remainder, 


$441,292 spent on improvements projects, $99,832, or approximately 25 percent, 
was contributed by advisory boards or individual livestock men, 


{ 


MAINTENANCE OF IMPROVEMENTS NEGLECTED 


Although the Grazing Service has expended large sums for the | 
“construction, purchase, and maintenance of range improvements,” 
the great bulk of these moneys, which have not been diverted to the 
general administration purposes or otherwise frittered away, have 
gone into construction rather than maintenance. The top officials 
evidently have been far more concerned with compiling a long list of 
project items installed than they have been with seeing that the im- 
provements were properly placed, well constructed, and maintained 
in the serviceable condition. The consequence is that a large pro- 
portion of the range improvements have deteriorated to the point 
that they now are of little or no value to the users of the public range. 

This factor has long been a subject of complaint on the part of the 
engineers on the staff. These men have long protested to their 
superiors as strongly as they dared to do, and asked that an adequate 
portion of the funds be used to restore and maintain the existing 
improvements in a useful condition. However, these protests have 
gone unheeded. Many livestock users of the range, too, in the public 
hearings before this committee and otherwise, have similarly drawn 
attention to the situation just described. 


RIVER BASIN PROJECTS 


In addition to these various sources of funds available for the 
improvement of the public range within grazing district, 1t 1s con- 
templated in the Department of the Interior that other and very 
substantial sums will be allocated for expenditure within the various 
river basins. Over the past 2 years or so * some elaborate and de- 
tailed project plans have been in the making, under the general 
direction of a departmental coordination committee. 

The Grazing Service has participated in this project planning and, 
for its part, has submitted a stream of elaborate plans, to the Bureau 

26 It would appear that this planning program had its origin in a Department order No. 1944, of May 2, 


1944, pertaining to the establishment and functions of the Water Resources Committee in the Department 
of the Interior. 
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of Reclamation. The execution of the plans is to be financed by the 
allocation of funds from the Bureau of Reclamation to the Grazing 
Service (now the Bureau of Land Management), and similarly to 
other agencies in the Department of the Interior. 

The project plans prepared and submitted by the Grazing Service 
cover, separately, the lands in grazing districts which lie within the 
basins of the Missouri River, the Columbia River, the Colorado 
River, the Arkansas River, the Bonneville, and the Rio Grande, 
besides the Lahontan Basin (including most of the States of Nevada 
and California), and possibly others. The aréas of these river basins 
-are very broad—so broad that the several projects, collectively, 
embrace substantially all of the total area within the grazing districts.' 

These several project plans are now in varying degrees of com- 
pleteness. Some appear to be still in the preliminary stages; others 
are farther advanced; and in the Missouri River Basin the Grazing 
Service has had a small field staff at work for about 2 years. The 
funds actually allotted for the current fiscal year (as of November 
1946) are said to be but.$30,000. However, far larger sums are con- 
templated in the immediate future, as the plans progress. 

Each succeeding estimate of projected costs, submitted by the - 
Grazing Service, provides for substantially larger sums than those 
set forth in the preceding estimate. For example, for the Colorado 
River Basin, the estimate for the first year of execution, submitted 
May 10, 1945, was for $20,000. But a year later, June 11, 1946, 
this modest sum was increased to $120,000. For the Columbia 
River Basin, the corresponding estimate of July 26, 1945, called for 
$22,000; but on June 11, 1946, this was increased to $46,650. Similarly, 
the estimate of October 2, 1945, for the Missouri River Basin was 
$60,000, while on June 22, 1946, this was changed to $71,789. 

_ These first estimates, however, cover only the ear y part of the 

planning stage. ‘The projects are divided into, (1) the planning stage, 
and (2) the development stage. For just a glimpse at what is con- 
templated in these projects, it may be well to look at the following 
estimate of expenditures for the Missouri River Basin alone, as 
submitted on October 2, 1945, to the Bureau of Reclamation by the 
Director of Grazing: 


Estamated expenditures on Missourt River Basin project in States of Montana, 
Wyoming, and Colorado 


Develop- ; Develop- 
Planning ment pro- Planning ment pro- 
program gram program gram 
Fiscal year— Fiscal year— 
OL Pemerey 1aeeete* $60, 300 $486, 040 TOS een oe es Be ei, $34, 000 $1, 677, 140 
OAS eRe herh ees eae 55, 700 911, 380 TO 52 ese ie rt SEC eee 18, 200 1, 761, 970 
GAG ere eae SoS 50, 600 1, 250, 980 | 
TOD (er ene 38, 900 1, 508, 190 Potala axainias my 1 257, 700 7, 595, 700 


When these figures are multiplied by the number of projects being 
planned, the totals reach sizable proportions. | 

The types of studies and improvements to be included in these 
projects are outlined in numerous memoranda in the files. For ex- 


1 Annual Report of the Secretary of the Interior, 1946, p. 269. 
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ample, the “action program following studies and analyses’ planned 
for the Columbia River Basin is to consist of:*° 7 / 


1. Development of stock watering facilities. 
2. Fence construction. | 
3. Stock trail construction. 

4, Range reseeding. 

5. Range rehabilitation. 


It is apparent that these river basin projects are planned to parallel 
closely the type of range improvement programs that the Grazing 
Service has been engaged in since its inception—and both will affect 
virtually the same land areas. Likewise, the personnel to be em- 
ployed are to be in categories largely corresponding to those on the 
present staff. For examples, the estimated budget for the first year 
(1947) of the investigation program in the Columbia River Basin 
totaling $46,650, provided $29,400 for the salaries of three range 
examiners, two engineers (8 months and 6 months), one engineering 
draftsman, four survey crewmen (6 months), and two clerk-stenog- 
raphers (1 for 6 months).”” Again, the estimated budget for 1948 
in the Missouri River Basin totals $71,789, including $49,026 for the 
salaries of 10 permanent and 10 temporary personnel. The per- 
manent employees listed include five range examiners, two engineers, 
two engineer draftsmen, and one clerk-stenographer. The temporary 
employees (for 8 months) include six junior range examiners, two 
junior engineers, and two laborers.” 

It is plain that if these river basin projects are to go forward on 
the scale contemplated under the present plans—to be financed by 
funds appropriated to the Bureau of Reclamation, and then allocated 
to the range work in the now Bureau of Land Management—these and 
such other allocated moneys as the soil and moisture funds will very 
soon far outstrip the amount of the regular appropriation for the 
administration of the public range lands. It is incumbent upon the 
Committees on Appropriations in the Congress to look closely imto 
these several sources of funds when it considers the salaries and 
expenses appropriation for the public range administering agency. 


Lanp Acquisitions, DisposaLs, AND CONTROL 


Earlier reports ® by this committee have described in some detail 
the rapid growth in the Grazing Service organization and appropria- _ 
tions prior to 1946, and the ever-increasing ambition of its leaders for 
further expansion. This tendency to reach out for additional empire | 
and control has been dominant in the policies followed with respect 

to land acquisitions, exchanges, and disposals. 


20 Memorandum for the regional director, region I, Bureau of Reclamation, July 26, 1945, by the Acting 
Director of Grazing. ; 

27 Memorandum for Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, June 11, 1946. 

28 Memorandum for Mr. R. D. Neilson, range examiner, Billings, Mont., June 22, 1946, by Chief of Lands 
Grazing Service. 

29 Second partial report: The Grazing Service, Jts Growth in Ten Fiscal Years, 1936-45, S. Rept. 404, 
Pt. 2 se Cong., 2d sess. Fourth partial report: Grazing District Fees, Senate Rept. 808, pt. 2, 79th 

ong., 2d sess. 
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The land policy adopted has been to expand wherever possible, 
-and regardless of the cost, not to permit the areas under control to 
be diminished. This policy was applied by the Grazing Service in 
its relations with other Government agencies, as well as in its deal- 
ings with those who would acquire the use or title to public lands. 
One phase was exemplified some 6 or 7 years ago, when, reportedly 
under instructions from the then Secretary of the Interior, an active 
and intensive campaign was waged in Washington, D.C., and through- 
out the public lands States to bring about a transfer of the Forest 
Service, and particularly the grazing lands under its jurisdiction, to 
the Department of the Interior. 

In another direction, this policy has found expression in constant 
efforts, within the Department of the Interior, to take over from the 
General Land Office the administration of all public grazing lands 
under the jurisdiction of that Department.” This, of course, refers 
to those widespread areas of so-called isolated tracts administered 
by the General Land Office under the leasing system authorized by 
section 15 of the Taylor Grazing Act. Those are the areas of ‘‘vacant, 
unappropriated, and unreserved lands’ which, in the language of that 
act, are “‘so situated as not to justify their inclusion in any grazing 
district to be established pursuant to this Act.” 

An example of this rivalry, or bickering, on the part of the Grazing 
Service will be found in the administration of the grazing districts in 
the State of Montana. In these districts the public-range lands under 
the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior are widely scattered 
areas of limited acreages. To administer these areas as grazing dis- 
tricts has been most Tificult and unsatisfactory. It has at all times 
been the contention of the General Land Office that these public 
lands in Montana are not suited to grazing district administration, 
and therefore that they should instead have been administered by 
the Land Office under section 15 leases.*! That contention unques- 
tionably was andissound. But the ambitious Grazing Service officials 
overrode the opposition and gained its end. This committee is in- 
formed that the special assistant to the Secretary of the Interior, in 
his recommendations with respect to the new Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, has proposed that the Montana grazing districts be dissolved 
-and the public ranges therein administered under leases. The only 
reason or excuse for these grazing districts has resided in the over- 
reaching ambitions of Grazing Service officialdom to extend its 
dominion. } 

Within the boundaries of the six grazing districts in the State of 
Montana, only 16.6 percent of the gross area consists of Federal range 
lands administered by the Grazing Service; and in one of the districts 
less than 10 percent of the total land area is in that category. How- 
ever, an additional 9.1-percent of the gross area within the Montana 
grazing districts is administered by.seven other Federal Govern- 
ment departments and agencies, making a total of 25.7 percent of 
Federal lands within the grazing districts. The percentages of 


30 See second partial report of this committee, pp. 43-44. , 
31 Second partial report, p. 43. 


* 
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Federal range within each of the six Montana grazing districts are 
shown in the following table: 


TaBLEe 9.—Montana grazing districts: Relation of the gross area to the acreages of 
Federal range Sept. 80, 1946 


Area in Federal range 


j Gross acre- 
Ne Percent 
district Acres of gross 
area 

Montanaerazing district NiO. 1222 S222 a. ee eee ee ae 7,791,461 | 1,659, 385 21.3 
Mon tanasrraci MeaciShriCh NOs lee s.] sesso see a senan ae eee ee 9,106,185 | 1,093, 309 12.0 
Blontans-erazing district Nev3s-- <2 i. sot So- Re a 2 oe 7, 130, 745 | 1,121, 849 15. 7. 
Wlon tamara zine OUSLPICbENOMn4s =saue tesa es ane ete rae ea eee 609, 977 227, 237 37.3 
Montana crazing district.No, Oa. 23 222 2oe 5. ee hee eee 2, 136, 447 663, 707 SO ilaek 
Montana erazin’ district NO.Gos> fees ee oe ee eee 4, 544, 707 445, 921 9.8 
TT OtalOPavelavess as hans wee aes le ne eee eee neo ae 31,319, 523 5, 211, 403 16.6 


Source: Tabulation compiled and furnished by Branch of Range Management, Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, under the title, ‘Land Status, Montana: Taylor Grazing Districts and Section 15 Lands, Sept. 30, 
1946.”’- 


When the Taylor Grazing Act was approved, June 28; 1934, it 
contained a limitation of 80,000,000 acres of ‘‘vacant, unappropriated, 
and unreserved” public lands that might be included within grazing 
districts. This limit was increased to 142,000,000 when the act was 
amended, June 26, 1936. When it appeared that this acreage limita- 
tion might obstruct. the Grazing Service in its efforts to expand the 
grazing district areas, recourse was had to a distorted interpretation 
of the meaning of the term ‘“‘vacant, unappropriated, and unreserved” 
public lands, in the act. | 

At first the Department was inclined to construe the limitation as 
applying to public lands that might be ‘‘vacant, unappropriated, and 
unreserved” at any given date. However, the Attorney General 
ruled that the Congress obviously intended the limitation to apply to 
lands which were vacant, unappropriated, and unreserved on the date 
of passage of the act; that any other interpretation would make the 
limitation meaningless, since virtually all of the remaining unreserved 
public lands were withdrawn by two Executive orders a few months 
after the.act was approved. The ruling by the Attorney General | 
was then practically nullified in a letter of instructions, of December 
6, 1940, by the Assistant Secretary of the Interior to the Commissioner 
of the General Land Office, in which a number of categories of public 
lands were arbitrarily declared to be not chargeable against the acreage 
limitation. Thus was the Grazing Service given further latitude for 
expansion.” 

Taking advantage of the instructions by the Assistant Secretary 
just referred to, the Grazing Service has for several years made re- 
peated and sustained efforts to bring within grazing district several 
millions of acres of public lands in the central and southern parts of 
the State of Nevada. These efforts have been bitterly and con- 
sistently opposed by a large majority of the livestock users of the area 
in question; and it has been only with the assistance of the chairman 
of this committee, and his colleague in the House of Representatives, 


a For 2 full discussion of this subject, see the second partial report of this committee, pp. 31-40. 
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that these livestock men have been able thus far to remain without 
the restrictive administration of the Grazing Service.* | 

A further example of the efforts of the Grazing Service to extend 
the grazing district boundaries, by misrepresentation and without 
regard to the pertinent facts in the situation or the effect upon the 
livestock interests concerned, will be described later in this report. 


DISPOSITION OF PUBLIC LANDS IN GRAZING DISTRICTS 


The Taylor Grazing Act provides several means for the management 
or disposition of public lands within grazing districts, other than 
through the issuance of licenses and permits for the grazing of live- 
stock. The cardinal principle that has guided the Grazing Service 
in such dispositions, subsequent to, 1938, is succinctly enunciated in 
a handbook of instructions for staff members issued in 1942, in the 
following language: 

The general policy of the Grazing Service is to retain in Federal ownership 
those areas best adapted to the public use, and acreage of Federal Range within 
grazing districts should not be reduced.** [Emphasis supplied.] 

Prior to the latter part of 1938, when a new Director of Grazing was 
installed, a more liberal policy—one more in keeping with the spirit 
and intent of the Taylor Grazing Act—was followed. But thereafter 
the fixed rule has been always to expand the areas under control; and 
never to permit any avoidable reductions in the controlled acreage, 
no matter what the cost or result might be to the users or prospective 
occupiers of lands then in Federal ownership. The existence of this 
policy may not be so discernible in the written regulations and in- 
structions to the staff, but it has been amply evident in the verbal 
instructions and in the administrative acts and decisions. 

There has been some relaxation of this and related policies within 
the past. year, accompanying certain changes in personnel in the 
higher ranks of the Grazing Service and the Department of the 
Interior. However, this policy has not been eliminated, and will not 
be eliminated so long as certain other higher officials remain in 
positions where they can determine or influence the policies in force 
or the administration thereof. This committee has reason to believe 
that some of the personnel changes made are likely to be but tem- 
porary; that there remains in some quarters in the Department of the 
Interior an intention to restore these temporarily departed officials at 
an opportune time, as well as to retain in power the confederates still 
in office. It is for this reason that this committee feels that this 
exposition of the policies and administrative practices that have 
prevailed is necessary at this time. No plan of reorganization, no 
matter how well conceived, will be effective in correcting the situation 
which has made that reorganization necessary, if the same incom- 
petent and self-seeking officials are to remain or return to administer it. 

A few months after the pessage of the Taylor Grazing Act, the 
President, by two Executive orders,®* withdrew from entry, selection, 

83 Ibid., pp. 40-48. 

34 Handbook: Branch of Land Acquisition and Control, Grazing Service, p. 38 (mimeographed). 

35 Executive Order No. 6910, issued November 26, 1934, withdrew the public lands in the following 12 
States: Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, 
South Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming. 


Executive Order No. 6964, issued February 5, 1935, effected similar withdrawals in the State of Washing- 
ton and 11 nonrange States. & 
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and location all of the remaining 173,000,000 acres of open public 
domain. This action effectively put an end to homesteading, except 
insofar as these withdrawals should be modified with respect to any 
of these lands. 

Section 7 of the cere Grazing Act authorizes the Secretary of the 
-Interior— 
in his discretion, to examine and classify any iands withdrawn or reserved. 
* * * or within a grazing district, which are more valuable or suitable for the 
production of agricultural crops than for the production of native grasses and 
forage plants, or more valuable or suitable for any other use than for the use 
provided for under this Act * * * and to open such lands to entry, selection, 
or location for disposal in accordance with such classification under applicable 


public-land laws, except that homestead entries shall not be allowed for tracts 
exceeding three hundred and twenty acres. 


Section 8 of the Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the Secretary, ‘ eat 
the public interest will be benefited thereby,’ to make exchanges 
of public lands for privately owned or State lands. Exchanges for 
privately owned land must be on the basis of equal values, but the ex- 
changes for State lands may be for either equal values or equal acre- 
ages. The intended purpose of land exchanges is to “improve the 
land pattern.”’ 

This section provides that— 

Upon application of any State to exchange lands within or without the boundaries 
of a grazing district the Secretary of the Interior shall, and is hereby, directed to 
proceed with such exchanges at hes earliest practicable date and to cooperate fully with 
the State to that end. * * 

However, in spite of this direction to the Secretary, the land com- 
missioner for the State of Utah testified at a public hearing conducted 
by the Department of the Interior in Salt Lake City, Utah, during 

1946, that, although the State had filed a large number of applications 
for land exchanges over the past 10 years, it had met with virtually 
no success in having any of the cases approved and completed. 

Section 14 of the Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior, in his judgment— 
to order into market and sell at public auction, at the land pitite eno 30 = POT 


not less than the appraised value, any isolated or disconnected tract or parcel of 
the public domain not exceeding seven hundred and sixty acres. 


A preference right, for a period of 30 days, is to be afforded the owners 
of contiguous lands to buy the offered lands at the highest bid price. 

Each - year since the passage of the Taylor Grazing Act, a large 
number of applications have been filed for homesteads, land ex-> 
changes, and the sale of isolated tracts, in accordance with the pro- 
visions of sections 7, 8, and 14, respectively. The number of applica- 
tions have run to several thousands, but the number of cases that 
have been approved and concluded has been exceedingly and pitifully 
small. The number approved, among the cases originating within 
grazing districts, has been almost negligible, at least until very 
recently. 

The Department regulations have required that all cases involving 
lands within grazing districts shall be referred to the Grazing Service 
for reports and recommendations, and whenever a decision unfavorable 
to an applicant is appealed, a further report and recommendation is 
made to the Secretary. Subsequent to 1938, it was the fixed policy 
6f the Grazing Service officials to do everything in their power to 
discourage the filing of applications for homesteads and for the sale 


ADMINISTRATION AND USE OF PUBLIC LANDS 39 


of isolated tracts, and to prevent the approval of those filed, for the 
reason that such applications, if approved, would involve some reduc- 
tions in the areas of lands administered. On the other hand, land 
exchanges were encouraged, when the privately owned lands offered 
for exchange were located within grazing districts and the public 
lands applied for were outside the district boundaries. In fact that 
condition practically amounted to a requirement for approval of an 
application by the Grazing Service. 

- Some of the procedures to be followed in the furtherance of the 
policy in force are found in the handbook issued by the Grazing 
Service, previously referred to, in instructions to the staff: 

. ys exchange process must be encouraged and utilized as much as possible 


It will be found that many applications that are received for classification under 
section 7 for isolated tract sales, with careful thought and consideration can be 
developed into exchanges under section 8.°8 

In the event an exchange application is arranged in lieu of a homestead or other 
application, the applicant should be requested to file a withdrawal of the latter 
simultaneously with filing the exchange application.*’ 

In the handling of section 14 (sales of isolated tracts) applications in the field, 
you should interview the applicant and endeavor to work out with him an appro- 
priate exchange under section 8. While negotiations are in progress for an exchange 
under section 8, it may be that you will be able to enter into an exchange-of-use 
agreement pending completion of the section 8 exchange. 


The Director of Grazing, on August 12, 1943, conveyed this expres- 
sion of policy in a communication to the Assistant Secretary: * 

_ Iam opposed to the sale and disposal of Federal lands under the isolated tract law 

and the timber and stone law. *.* * Where isolated tracts purely grazing 
in character are located within the boundaries of an established farm or ranch 
operation, it is my opinion that the method to follow in placing such land in 
private ownership is for the applicant to exercise the provisions of section 8 of the 
Taylor Grazing Act. The applicant.would apply to select the isolated tract or parcel 
and in turn acquire private lands needed by the administratwe agencies and convey 
that private land to the United States in exchange for the isolated tract or parcel. 

This is the policy that is followed in the Grazing Service and it is a desirable 
one to improve the land pattern of the grazing district or any other administrative 
unit and tends for proper area administration. * * * 

In the application of section 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act providing for the 
classification of lands for homestead and desert-entry purposes, classzfication 
_standards of this Service are rigid * * *, (Emphasis supplied.) 

The Grazing Service endeavored to make much use of the land 
exchange applications (sec. 8) as an instrument to “improve the land 
pattern,’’ meaning to add to the acreage under administration. 
Applicants for homesteads and the sale of isolated tracts were told 
by the field employees, as they were instructed to do, that such 
applications would not be approved; that instead the applicants should 
withdraw those applications, and substituté applications for exchanges. 
The Grazing Service files are replete with the records of applications 
showing that exactly this procedure was followed. 

To get favorable consideration by the Grazing Service, it was 
necessary that the applicants offer for exchange specific privately 
owned lands which that agency wished to acquire for administration. 
In many cases the applicants were induced to purchase, at considerable 
cost, specific properties selected by the Grazing Service, but which 
" 3 Handbook: Branch of Land Acquisition and Control, issued March 1942, pp. 4 and 5. 

87 Ibid. p. 7. 
38 Ibid. p. 38. 


% Memorandum for Assistant Secretary Chapman, August 12, 1943, by R. H. Rutledge, Director of . 
Grazing (prepared by J. H. Leech), in file D—Supervision—Policy. 
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the applicant did not want, in order to acquire the tracts of public 
land needed to put into ranch set-ups. In some instances applicants 
thus incurred considerable expense, and waited years for action, only 
to find in the end that the applications were disapproved, and they 
were left with unwanted purchased properties on their lands. 

The general result of this policy, as well as one of its sources, in the 
earlier stages of its application, are conveyed in the following text 
of a memorandum of December 27, 1938, to the Assistant Commis- 
sioner of the General Land Office: * 


In compliance with that part of your memorandum of December 8 to Mr. 
Zanelli, requesting that we take up with the Division of Grazing the matter of © 
classifying lands under section 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act with a view to having 
very rigid standards so as to limit the number of entries allowed, we discussed 
the matter on December 23 with Mr. Falck and Mr. Hopper. 

As you know, the standards of the Division of Grazing are now very rigid as 
reflected by the results of our classification work to date. Out of 553 cases 
involving an acreage of 8,888.86 acres, 415 have been reported on unfavorably and 
138 favorably, and of the 138, only 11 are in active western public-land States. I 
am sure that the Division of Grazing fully understands the Secretary’s policy 
with reference to this field work. 


That not all of the higher officials of the Grazing Service were in 
accord with this land policy, is indicated in the following note, dated 
April 23, 1943, from the files of the Branch of Lands. It may be 
significant that not long after the above date the Assistant Director 
e Grazing, here quoted, found it necessary to resign from the Grazing 

ervice. 


It was Mr. Terrett’s opinion that the general policy followed by the Grazing 
Service in the administration of section 14 of the Taylor Grazing Act “isolated 
tract sales’’ was an erroneous and unsound policy. It was contended that these 
isolated tracts should be sold to ranchers and the other applicants and that our 
general policy of refusing to order these lands on to the market for sale was wrong 
and that any attempts to change the section 14 applications to exchanges under section 8 
of the act worked an undue hardship upon the applicants because of the cost of pur- 
chasing land and securing an abstract of title. It was Mr. Terrett’s belief that the 
sales should be made under the isolated tract provisions and no attempt be made 
to work out exchanges in this type of case. It was pointed out to Terrett that 
there were exceptions to the general rule.* — 


Another dissenting note appears in the following excerpt from the 
annual report for the Utah region, dated July 5, 1945: 

Our position in this regard is, no doubt, a considerable turning aside from the 
eourse heretofore followed, whereby the Grazing Service was enthusiastic and 
insisted upon reaching out to acquire administrative control over nearly any area 
available, anxious to assume obligations quite clearly extracurricular.. Thus we 
feel that we have become overextended and find that we can, with the best efforts, 
only very poorly perform the duties assumed. It seems worthy now to give careful 
consideration to the doing of a lesser obligation well. (Hmphasis supplied.) 


The extent of the use of the land exchange process to increase the 
acreage under grazing district administration is mdicated by the 
following statement in the annual report of the Secretary of the 
Interior for the 1946 fiscal year (p. 261): 

Land exchanges.—Exchanges of land with private owners and local governments 
resulted in the addition of 52,582 acres to grazing districts in exchange for 53,174 
acres of Federal land. * * * 

In no small degree, the constantly increasing demands by the 
Grazing Service for larger and larger appropriations and staff were 


40 Memorandum for Mr. Wolfsohn, dated December 27, 1938, and signed ‘‘Havell.’’ 
4t The note was signed ‘J. H. L.” (J. H. Leech). The note was evidently part of a report of a conference. 
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due to the great overemphasis upon the varied and numerous land 
cases. Mountains of files were accumulated. A large proportion of 
the time and efforts of both the field and office staffs were required 
for the countless routine reports and correspondence. The negative 
land policy adopted, oriented primarily toward expanding the areas 
under administration and preventing public lands from passing to 
private ownership, was a large factor in increasing the needless load. 
The stream of generally adverse reports by the Grazing Service on 
applications, regardless of the merits, in the cases, usually lead te 
rejections by the Department. 

large proportion of the adverse decisions would then be appealed 
to the Secretary, whereupon the whole round would be repeated, this 
time involving further field examinations and reports by the staffs 
of both the Grazing Service and the General Land Office, each cover- 
ing the same ground and facts. Quite generally, the General Land 
Office would report favorably, and the Grazing Service again adversely. 
Then would follow many conferences, repeated recommendations, and 
reams of correspondence, while the cases would be drawn out literally 
formany years. Frequently the innocent applicant would finally give 
up in discouragement or disgust, or the final action, if it ever arrived, 
would no longer be of value to him. Many times the long delays and 
negative actions taken would induce the applicant for homesteads or 
isolated tracts to succumb to the Grazing Service policy, and he would 
substitute an application for a land exchange. 

All of this work, much of which was avoidable, placed a load on the 
Grazing Service staff, which detracted heavily from the time and 
effort that should have been devoted to the job for which the act was 
passed and for which the agency was created—the adjudication and 
administration of the public lands for grazing purposes. In a very . 
real sense, this distorted land policy contributed to the centralized 
and increasingly top-heavy type of organization. But for the time 
and effort needlessly expended on this type of work, the Grazing 
Service could have done a much better job of administering the publie 
range, on smaller appropriations. The Director of Grazing seldom 
overlooked an opportunity to impress upon this committee and the 
appropriations committees of the Congress that the Grazing Service, 
in spite of its rapid growth, was understaffed and could not properly 
perform the tasks before it. 


HOMESTEAD APPLICATIONS IN DOVE CREEK, COLO., AREA 


The application, the waste motion involved, and the unfortunate 
results, of the warped land policy just described may, perhaps, best be 
visualized by concrete illustrations. For this purpose there 1s chosen a 
group of 18 applications for homestead entries, filed in 1937 to 1939, in 
what is known as the Dove Creek area, in southwestern Colorado. 
The agricultural area involved extends into the adjoining lands in 
southeastern Utah. ; i 

The 18 cases have been taken from the files at random, from a con- 
siderably larger number of applications filed and acted upon during 
approximately the same period. It is believed that these 18 cases are 
representative of the whole group; and that the process here revealed © 
is characteristic of the inexcusably cumbersome, dismally slow, and 
equally ineffective procedures followed by the Grazing Service and the 

General Land Office in the handling of the various kinds of land cases. 
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This is a dry farming area, in which, over a period ‘of years, the 
commercial production of pinto beans, the principal cash crop, has 
been carried on and expanded. Wheat, potatoes, and a few other 
crops are grown. These are food products badly needed in the 
national economy during most of the period that these homestead 
applications have been pending. 

Many of these applicants came to this area from Oklahoma during 
or soon after the drought and Dust Bowl years of 1934 to 1936. They 
were encouraged, in fact advised, to settle on these public lands by a 
local judge who was also a representative of the General. Land Office. 
Most of them had already cleared sizeable acreages on the land 
applied for, had constructed homes, wells, fences, and other improve- 
ments, and had successfully grown cash crops thereon for from one to 
several years. The rainfall is from 14 to 16 inches per annum. 

This area is located near the periphery of the grazing district. 
These applications, for classification as suitable for homestead entry, 
covered isolated tracts of land. Many of these tracts were entirely 
surrounded by lands in private ownership, and the others adjoined 
such lands on two or three sides. Cultivated crops were in production 
on these adjacent lands. The lands applied for were of little value for 
grazing; and they were so situated that it would be exceedingly difficult 
and costly to administer them as district grazing lands. 

The 18 applications were filed in the district land office at Pueblo, 
Colo., between the dates of November 6, 1937, and November 15, 
1939: the bulk of them during the last half of 1938 and the first half 
of 1939. 3 | 

On July 5, 1939, the Director of Grazing, in a letter from Washing- 
ton, D. C., referred 12 of these applications to the acting director at 
Salt Lake City, Utah, and gave instructions that a careful field in- 
vestigation of the area be made by the most capable range examiner 
of the staff, and that the cases be reconsidered in the light of the policy 
outlined therein. In the letter, the Director said: * 

The question of proper land use and proper land classification is becoming of 
more importance all the time within and without our grazing districts. Under 
the definite policy of the Secretary’s office, a very real responsibility has been 
placed upon the Division. of Grazing to see that lands are not alienated except 


- When it is clearly and conclusively shown they in no way can be considered sub- 
marginal but are capable of a high, primarily agricultural use. * ok ei 

The reports that are received from the various regions clearly indicate that not 
enough real thought has been given to nor is there a clear and complete under- 
standing of the real problem of classification. 

While it may be true that a good many years ago the Geological Survey classifica- 
tions showed these lands to be A-1 grain lands, all of us know that there have been 
more years of failure and more abandonments than there have been successful 
operations.“ I, therefore, wish you would assign these specific cases (12 applica- 
tions)*4 to Mr. Milo Deming of your office and instruct him to reconsider carefully 
and classify these lands, paying particular attention to the cost of clearing, the 
years of failure, and the years of inadequate rainfall. * * * 

It is realized that many of the men called upon to make these classifications do 
not have the necessary fundamental background and have made them the best 
they could but have perhaps looked at the matter too much from the standpoint of 
the needs of the individual homesteader instead of from the standpoint of a proper, 
planned land program. [Emphasis supplied.] 


42 Letter by R. H. Rutledge, Director, to E. RB. Greenslet, Salt Lake City, Utah, dated July 5, 1939. 
_ 4 Although this was shortly following a period of exceptionally severe and general drought, the several 
field reports for this area, based on the available weather records and the experience of the local settlers, re- 
ported that there had been no complete crop failures, or that there were failures in not to exceed 3 out of 10 
years. The average rainfall in this area is reported to be from 14 to 16 inches annually. 

44 All of these 12 applications are among the 18 cases herein reviewed. 
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It is quite significant that prior to the date of this letter of instruc- 
tions and policy, detailed field classification reports for 10 of these 
applications had been transmitted to the Director’s office. In all 
but one of the cases, both the field agent and the regional grazier at 
Grand Junction, Colo., recommended that the applications be allowed. 
But subsequent to the date of that letter, every field and regional 
classification report, on every case, up to September 1943, recom- 
mended rejection of the application, with the single exception of the 
special and comprehensive report for the area by Range Examiner 
Deming.** 

It is highly significant, too, that in all 13 of these cases in which 
field investigations and reports were made by the General Land 
Office (in 1943) both the field examiner and the regional field examiner 
recommended to the Commissioner that the applications be allowed. 

In compliance with the above instructions, the range examiner 
designated made a careful and full field investigation of the Dove Creek 
area and the 12 applications in question. On August 29, 1939, he 
submitted a comprehensive, illustrated, factual report,‘ on the agri- 
cultural, climatological, and other conditions of the whole area and on 
the lands embraced in the 12 applications for classification as suitable 
for homestead entry. This report was much used as a reference, in 
the course of the consideration of the whole group of applications, by 
both the Grazing Service and the General Land Office. 

_ In preparing this report, the investigator was considerably circum- 
scribed by his instructions and the contents of the Director’s letter. 
He was not to make specific recommendations for the approval of the 
applications. Nevertheless, the facts presented, and their logical 
implications, were favorable to nearly all of the 12 casés before him, as 
well as for most of the applications filed soon thereafter. In his 
summary, the investigator stated, in part: 7 


The area is predominantly one of specialized agriculture, devoted principally 
to cash-crop farming. Livestock are relatively negligible in importance as a 
source of income. In consequence, grazing demand on public range is locally . 
limited. * * * The development of agriculture is yet too new to have reached 
a degree of stabilization where significant, permanent agricultural values can be 
determined. Past history is not altogether a true index of present values or 
future possibilities. Transportation betterment has increased marketing facilities, 
and modern machinery has reduced costs of production and costs of land prepara- 
tion for cultivation. The general financial situation is favorable by comparison 
with other agricultural communities of the West. 

The usual trends on the longer settled portions of the area show some tendency 
toward diminishing yields of crops and increasing erosion damage—due at least in 
part to improper farming practices. Indications are that certain portions of the 
Dove Creek area are probably suited to permanent agriculture, provided that 
certain precautions in selection and management of crop lands are followed. * * * 
On many of these lands it cannot be denied that even a short period of agricultural 
life would offer greater income values than retention of the lands for grazing or timber 
PCUCNUCS ye Fe 6 

The 12 applications directly concerned in this area merit unusual consideration 
for the reason that in most of these cases settlement has already been made on the 
lands and improvements carried on, not only with the consent but the encouragement 
of representatives of the United States Government. * * * Devotion of these lands 


5 This employee is among the most competent, and has probably the most thorough professional train- 
ing, among the entire staff of the Grazing Service (see statement by the Director of Grazing at hearings 
before this committee at Ely, Nev., p. 4995); yet in his long service he has received the minimum of recog- 
nition and advancement; whereas those with far less competence and training, but with much more flexible 
ethical standards, have been advanced far beyond him. ‘This is not a coincidence, nor an isolated case, but 
is characteristic of the rule of cpportunism, favoritism, and incompetence that has prevailed in the Grazing 
Service administration for the past 8 years. 

46 Report of Agricultural Land Classification in section 7, Taylor Grazing Act, in Dove Creek area, 
Dolores and Montezuma Counties of Colorado, August 29, 1939. 
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to agriculture will not to any great extent influence the general administration of 
the grazing district, and will withdraw grazing values from allotment to existing 
permittees only to a very limited extent. In view of the fact that these tracts are 
intermingled with privately owned lands, or in some cases completely isolated from 
other public lands, they will constitute a source of expensive and drfficult administra- 
tion if retained as part of the grazing district. * * * [Emphasis supplied. ] 


During the 4 years following this report, a large number of reports 
and recommendations on these 18 applications were forwarded from 
the office of the Director of Grazing to the Commissioner of the General 
Land Office. Without exception, up to the latter part of 1943, every 
recommendation from the Director’s office was a rejection. In nearly 
every case, at least two separate adverse reports were submitted, and 
on many of them three and even four. All of this was in addition to 
volumes of routine correspondence and lesser reports. os 

Under date of September 30, 19438, the Director of Grazing informed 
the Secretary of the Interior, in part as follows: 

I have recently completed an inspection trip through the vicinity of Cortez, 
Cahone, and the Dove Creek areas, of western Colorado. * * * 

* * * T noticed that the fields were being cultivated in a practical, workmanlike 
manner, the farm homes were well kept, and the people possessed the spirit that they 
were rendering a very essential contribution to the war activity through their 
agricultural pursuits. 

Throughout these areas there are a number of applications for agricultural 
homestead entry. The applications of a number of these people have been 
rejected due to the fact that the lands were classified as not subject to agricultural 
entry under section 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act. A number of appeals to. the 
Department from these classifications were filed. Final denial of the applications 
resulted and the applicants were notified to vacate the properties. Some of the people 
left, others remained; in some instances the vacated places were reoccupted. 

Since many of these people are demonstrating that they can produce essential food 
crops and appear to be caring for the land in a satisfactory manner, tt 1s my opinion. 
that no trespass notices should be served or ejectment proceedings instituted at this time. 
[Emphasis supplied.] 

At about the date of the above memorandum, and shortly there- 
after, the Grazing Service again reviewed the applications from the 
Dove Creek area and submitted new recommendations on 14 of these 
18 cases, this time favorable to approval of the applications. This 
about face occurred in spite of the fact that, but a very few weeks 
previously, wholly adverse reports on many of these cases had gone 
from the Director’s office. Exactly what spurred this reversal of 
position is not altogether clear; but doubtless it was inspired by the 
pressure of the uniformly favorable reports on the cases by the General 
Land Office field staff, together with the knowledge that the Depart- 
ment then intended to approve the 14 applications with or without 
the approval of the Grazing Service. 


STATUS OF APPLICATIONS, DECEMBER 1946 


- These 18 applications for classification as suitable for homestead 
entry were filed with the district land office at Pueblo an average of 
fully 8 years ago. As of December 1946, when the files were last. 
examined by the investigator for this committee, five of the appli- 
cations had been allowed, three were still pending final decision, six 
had been withdrawn by the applicants and the cases closed of record, 
and four had been rejected and closed on the records. 3 

47 Memorandum for the Secretary, signed by R. H. Rutledge, Director of Grazing, September 30. 1943. 
In this memorandum reference is made to an inspection trip through Dove Creek and a similar area (Fence 


Lake) in New Mexico, by the Director and the usually Acting Director, J. H. Leech. These are the identi- 
cal officials who had ordered the multitudinous rejections of the applications. 
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Ten of the eighteen applicants, in due course, appealed to the 
Secretary from the decisions of the Commissioner of the General 
Land Office. These include four of the five applications that have 
been allowed to date, and one of three still pending final decision. 
Five of the six applications withdrawn by the applicants and the cases 
closed also had been appealed to the Secretary. The records in the 
files show that at least three of the four cases rejected and closed were 
so rejected on October 21, 1940, October 23, 1940, and January 31, 
1941— 


because of the applicants’ failure to appear and furnish evidence to refute the 
adverse conclusions reached, that the lands were not suitable for homesteading.* 
_ The records in these cases would indicate that, if a settler is to have 
any reasonable chance to have a homestead allowed, it is usually 
necessary for him to incur the expense and go through the tedious 
procedure, with which applicants are generally wholly unfamiliar, of 
taking his case on appeal clear up to the Secretary of the Interior. 

The six applications withdrawn and closed deserve some further 
discussion. It has been stated that five of them were appealed to the 
Secretary. Four of these applications actually were allowed, by 
order of the Secretary, on the appeals. One of these was the widow 
of the applicant, who had continued to live upon and cultivate the land 
applied for. — , 

At least one of the withdrawals was instigated by the field agent 
of the Grazing Service working on the case. This applicant was told 
by the Grazing Service employee that his homestead application 
would not be approved, and that he should apply for a land exchange 
in order to obtain the tract he was seeking. Acting upon this advice, 
the application was withdrawn. Then the settler acquired for the 
purpose of exchange the land which the Grazing Service wanted, only 
to find later that his application for the exchange was disallowed, 
because an earlier applicant for his homestead had been reinstated— 
and the unfortunate settler was left with land that he did not want 
and that did not suit his needs.” 

The approval of the small proportion of these 18 applications which 
have to date reached that stage does not mean these homesteads are 
about to be patented to the applicants. Nor is it any assurance that 
patents will be issued to them. After 8 years of waiting in uncer- 
tainty, and after clearing the lands and living upon and cultivating 
them for 8 to 10 years or more, these few more fortunate settler- 
applicants thus far have succeeded only in having these lands classified 
as suitable for homesteading. They have still to meet all of the 
requirements of the Homestead Act with respect to residence and the 
proof of improvements. 

These homestead cases have been presented at some length because 
they disclose the mechanism and a few of the inevitable results of 
certain policies which have helped to bring | the Grazing Service into 
such disrepute in the western public land States. 

The whole history of the Dove Creek area is repeated in detail in 
a similar area in the State of New Mexico, known as the Fence Lake 
area. Both are dry-farming regions, producing pinto beans as the 

48 From letter of June 23, 1945, to the Director of the Grazing Service by the Chief, Homestead Division, 
General Land Office. 


4° The record of this incident, of course, does not appear in the files, but this committee has the facts in 
the case upon unquestionable authority. 
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principal cash crop. In both places, at about the same time, groups 
of settlers made applications for classification of the lands as suitable 
for homestead entry. ‘The whole round of multitudinous actions— 
adverse reports by the Grazing Service and favorable reports by the 
General Land Office—are so closely paralleled that to give the his- 
tory of the cases in the Fence Lake area would be almost a repetition 
of the records of the Dove Creek cases. In New Mexico, the Depart- 
ment went so far in implementing the Grazing Service recommenda- 
tions and policy that eviction proceedings were instituted against 
the settlers and civil actions in the courts were taken to recover 
damages. It is a-record of wholly unwarranted actions, taken by 
incompetent if not stupid officials at a heavy cost to the taxpayers. 
Great and unnecessary hardship was inflicted upon a whole com- 
munity of worthy and industrious citizens. And for what an end! 
Truly, it was bureaucracy at its worst. 


OUTLINE OF ACTIONS ON HOMESTEAD APPLICATIONS 


In the following pages there are outlined the principal actions taken 
in the Department of the Interior, with respect to the 18 typical 
applications for classification as homestead entries described above, 
together with a summary chart. These should portray graphically 
some of the workings of the procedures long followed, and still fol- 
lowed, in the handling of public land cases. The outlines, however, 
record only the principal actions taken. In between there were a 
multitude of lesser actions, endless correspondence and reports by 
and between a long line of officials, all time consuming, costly, cum- 
-bersome. The intervals of time between the actions here shown | are 
particularly worthy of note. 

The procedures here outlined may help to explain why the actions 
on public lands cases are so exceedingly discouragingly slow; why it 
requires years to get a simple case through to a decision or approval: 
why at the present time, in one division of the former General Land 
Office alone, there is a backlog of more than 35,000 unacted-on cases. 
The Congress and the Secretary of the Interior should take steps to 
assure that in the reorganization plans for the new Bureau of Land 
Management, now in process, these procedures are modernized, 
simplified, expedited. 


H owdieaa applications in Dove Creek, Colo., area: Privicipal reports, recommendations, decisions, and other actions taken by PRES, of the 
Interior, November 1937 to December 1946 


Serial 


: No. of| Date of filing |— 


case— 
Pueblo 


057440_ 


057916. 


057949 


057884 


057837 


057855 


057831 


057902 


application 


Jan. 31, 1939 


Nov. 6, 1937 


Mar. 20, 1939 


June 16, 1939 


Jan. 31, 1939 


Dec. 10, 1938 


Dec. 17, 1938 


Dec. 14, 1938 


Mar. 27,1939 


Field agent 
~ and regional 
grazier 


Allow Apr. 10, 
1939; reject 
July 28, 1943. 


Allow Nov. 2, 
1938. 


Reject July 27, 
1943. 


Reject Nov. 20, 
1939, July 28, 
1943; pre- 
pared ' with- 
drawal Oct. 
15, 1948. 

Allow Apr. 17, 
1939; allow 
(undated). 

Allow Apr. 17, 
1939. 


Be ee 6 U6 Sh iy eae 


Reject May 5, 
1939. 


Range Examiner 
Deming 


Favorable Aug. 
24, 1939. 


Favorable Aug. 
25, 1939. 


Favorable Aug. 
23, 1939. 


Favorable Aug. 
24, 1939. 


Favorable Aug. | 


28, 1939. 


Favorable Aug. 
_ 26, 1939. 


Favorable Aug. 
22, 1939. 


Grazing Service actions 


Director of 
Grazing 


Reject Jan. 15, 
1940, Aug. 12, 
1940; allow 
Sept. 10, 1943. 

Reject Jan. 15, 
1940. 


Reject Jan. 15, 
1940, Jan. 17, 
1940, Sept. 8, 
1943; allow 
Sept. 23, 1943. 

Reject Jan. 30, 
1940, Sept. 9, 
1943; case 
withdrawn 
Nov. 6, 1943. 


Reject Jan. 15, 
1940; allow 
Aug. 16, 1944. 

Reject Jan 15, 
1940; Allow 
Dec. 4, 1948. 


Reject Jan. 16 
1940, Aug. 17, 
1940; allow 
Dec. 4, 1948. 


Reject Jan. 17, 
1940. 


Reject Jan. 15, 
1940, Aug. 26, 
1940; allow 
Dec. 4, 1943. 


General Land Office actions 


Land Clastitien:| Assistant Com- 
tion Division missioner 


Field exami- 
nation 


Allow Apr. 5, 


Allow July 10, Reject Apr. 4, 


1943. 1944, 1940. 
Allow July 10, | Reject June 12, | Reject Aug. 13, 
1943. 1940. 1940; allow 
Feb. 3, 1945. 
te 8: do_.-.--.---| Reject Aug. 2, | Reject Oct. 21, 
1940. 1940; case 
withdrawn 
and closed. 
oun do...._-.___| Allow Apr. 5, | Reject Feb. 17, 
1944. 1940, Aug. 17, 
1940. 
Sees doit | edoct hs aReject-Kebid5; 
1940, Aug. 17, 
1940; re- 
turned for 
allowance 
Nov. 21, 1944. 
ihe WES Waat) de CAR | CRY poeieaes SoS L PAT Reject Feb. 15, 
1940. 
Allow July 10, | Reject June 11, | Reject Feb. 23, 
1943. 1940; allow 1940, Aug. 26, 
Apr. 5, 1944. 1940; re- 
turned for 


allowance 
Dec. 23, 1944. 


Applicant 
action 


Withdrawn 
Mar. 23, 1939. 


Appealed Sept. 
5 


, 


Appealed Nov. 
13, 1940. 


Appealed Mar. 
7, 1940; with- 
drawn Jan. 9, 
1946 

Appealed Mar. 
21, 1940. 


Failed to appeal 


Appealed Mar.: 


29, 1940; filed 


mineral waiv- 


er Jan. 22, 
1945; with- 
drawn Nov, 
23, 1945. 


Later action or status > 


Assistant Status Decem- 
Secretary ber 1946 
Allow; GLO | Entry canceled 
decision Oct. 14, 1944; 
modified. closed. 


Canceled; 
closed Mar. 
23, 1939. 

Allowed Oct. 
8, 1945. 


Allow Feb. 14, 
1945, 


Withdrawn 
and closed. 


Pending final 


decision. 

Reversed GLO; | Withdrawn 
allow Feb. and case 
8, 1946. closed. 

GLO decision | Final decision 
modified; al- pending. 
low Sept. 27, 

1944, 

Ces ashy teen Finally re- 
jected and 
closed. 

Reversed deci- | Canceled Dec. 
sion of GLO; 26, 1945. 
allow Sept. 

27, 1944. 


sf 
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Homestead applications in Dove Creek, Colo., area: Principal reports, recommendations, decisions, and other actions taken by Department of the & 
Interior, November 1937 to December 1946—Continued cm 


Ss Grazing Service actions General Land Office actions Later action or status 
eria p 
No. of| Date of filing : 
—— o 
Pueblo application eee Range Examiner Director of Field exami- Land Classifica- | Assistant Com- Applicant Assistant Status Decem- 
srazier Deming Grazing nation tion Division missioner action Secretary ber 1945 
> 
Ro ieeteuws eet ase kets Are iAe | Reset - 
0580054 July ~ 619389 Ne RejectsNov. 20, 22-2 22s Reject ankles) eAlloweesce eae Reject June 10, | Reject Aug. 24, | Appealed Sept. | Approved al- | Allowed Feb. +s 
1940, July 14, 1940, Sept. 10, 1940; allow 1940; allow 30, 1940. lowaace Jan. 1, 1945. tS 
1943. 1943; allow Apr. 5, 1944. Jan. 2, 1945. 13, 1945. Z 
; Oct. 21, 1943. rt 
058055 :} Oct. 12,19389.| Reject July 22, |_...+---_.-.-_-- Forwarded |} Allow July 10, Allow Apr. 5, || Allow Feb. 3, :|.--2..2.2-2..22-- Approved Feb. | Final decision ee 
1943. without ac- 1943. 1944, 1945. * 14, 1945. é pending. as 
tion Sept. 25, a > 
1940; reject = 
Sept. 7, 1943; pa 
allow Mar. © 
17, 1944. : Z 
058077'| Nov. 15,1939 | Reject Dec. 28, |___..._.________- Reject Jan. 4, | Allow July 10, |____- (lay et seu Reject Aug. 22, | Appealed Sept. | Approved Aug.| Entry can- 
1939, July 27, 1940, Sept. 4, 1943. 1940. 16, 1940; with- 4, 1944, celed Oct. 2, > 
1943, | 1943; allow drew applica- 1945. Z 
Oct. 21, 1948. tion June 5, a 
1945. 3 
0577.3 | Sept. 9,1928 | Allow Apr. 17, | Favorable Aug.| Reject Dec. 8, |____- COZ Sea al are COse ee eee .| Reject Jan. 29, | Appealed____-_- Approved Oct. | Mineral reser- q 
1989. 125, 1939. 1939, Sept. 10, 1940, Aug. 26, | 13, 1944. vation re- RQ 
1940; allow 1940. quired Nov. I 
Dec. 7, 1948. 16, 1944; en- O 
| i try allowed Ps 
Jan. 28, 1945. 
057852 | Jan. 11,1939 |1 Reject July 15, |__--._--_2_____-- Reject May 24, |____- eee Tes | Se Se eee is Reject July 25, |2-2.. (6 (ya eee ee Approved July | Application al-+ kg 
: 1943. 1939, Jan. 15, 1940, Oct. 17, ; 26, 1944. lowed Sept. S 
1940, Oct. 30, 1940. 22, 1944. tH 
1940, Sept. 8, S&S 
1943; allow ~ 
Dee. 4, 1943. 
057694 | July 30,1938 | Allow Apr. 17, | Favorable Aug.| Reject Jan. 16, |____- dose taeess ASO WiO GE Ae ieee pace a Slee Vet Ref ee Me lee at Allowed «Mar. ce 
19389. 23, 1939. 1940: “allow 1944, 20, 1945. pas 
i 3 Aug. 18, 1944. a, 
057738 | Sept. 26, 1938 | Allow Nov. 28, |. Favorable Aug.| Reject Jan. 15, |___-_..--__------ Reject June 11, | Rejected July |} Failed to ap- |___.----.2_---_-- Rejected and co 
: 1938; reject 22, 1939. 1940, Sept. 9, 1940. 20, 1940. ‘peal. case closed aD) 
Aug. 5, 1948. 1943: allow Oct. 21, 1940. 
June 23, 1944. < 
057737 | Sept. 12,1938 | Allow Apr. 17, | Favorable Aug.| Ordered rejec- |_._.-_-_.____-- Patt ese we GE CFEC EC Ne EE WE Cl Olas ees Sa | Oo ec ee Rejected and 
? 1939; reject 26, 1939. tion July 5, case closed 
July 13, 1943. 1939; reject Oct. 23, 1940. 
Jan. 15, 1940, 
Sept. 8, 1943. 


1 Two field reports were made on this land, under an earlier application, 
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PuEBLO 057885—Howarp JENKINS 
(160 acres, 65 acres cultivated) 


January 31, 1939: Application filed with register of the District land office at 
Pueblo, Colo. > 

April 10, 1939: A field report by a junior grazier aide stated in part: “The appli- 
cant has constructed a home on this land and is now residing thereon, having been 
advised to do so by the deputy United States commissioner (Judge Brumley, of 
Cortez, Colo.), now deceased. . 

“The applicant has spent considerable money improving this land, and I, 
therefore, recommend the application be allowed for entry under section 7 of the 
‘Taylor Grazing Act.”’ 

April 17, 1939: The. above report was approved by the, regional grazier and 
forwarded to the Director of Grazing. 

August 24, 1939: The detailed field report by Range Examiner Deming stated 
this tract was entirely surrounded by privately owned lands; that 30 acres had 
been cleared and plinted to crops. 

January 15, 1940: An adverse report by the Director of Grazing was forwarded 
to the Commissioner, General Land Office. . 

April 4, 1940; Application held for rejection by decision of the Assistant Com- 
missioner, General Land Office, forwarded to the Secretary of the Interior. 

The applicant appealed to the Secretary from this decision. 

August 12, 1940: A four-page report by the Acting Director of Grazing to the 
Secretary recommended that the application be denied. 

December 18, 1940: A memorandum from an assistant solicitor to a higher 
ranking assistant solicitor, Department of the Interior, stated in part with respect 
to this and six other applications: 

‘These are among a group of 14 applications for land in the Dove Creek area 
of Colorado, all of which were held for rejection on the recommendation of the 
Grazing Service. Of the 14 cases 7 have been appealed and should be considered 
together. * * > * ~ 

“The Dove Creek area, which is included within Colorado grazing district No. 
4, is apparently witnessing a development such as has occurred in Catron and 
Valencia Counties, N. Mex., and like Pie Town is becoming widely known as a 
pinto bean country. * * * 

“The first field investigations made by the Grazing Service in these cases were 
favorable to allowance. * * * But the Director ordered an intensive investi- 
gation by Range Examiner Milo H. Deming. On August 29, 1939, Mr. Deming 
' submitted a comprehensive illustrated report entitled, ‘General Report on Agricul- 

tural Land Classification Under Section 7, Taylor Grazing Act, in Dove Creek 
Area, Dolores and Montezuma Counties of Colorado.’ * *. * 

“It is to be noted that Range Examiner Deming seems to favor allowance of 
these applications. The lands sought are chiefly scattered tracts, often almost 
entirely surrounded by privately owned lands. Hence an agricultural use of them 
would not affect adversely the general administration of the grazing district. 
Further, in most of the cases, the lands have been occupied and cultivated and 
substantial improvements made. For all these reasons he believes that these 
applications should receive unusual consideration. * * * Their attitude 
- would seem to accord with that of the General Land Office as expressed by Chief 
Zanelli of the Homestead Division in his memorandum of December 5, 1940, 
* * * to the Solicitor’s office.” ; 

July 10, 1943: A favorable report by a field examiner for the General Land Office 
(field examination made September 19, 1942) related that the applicant ‘‘came 
from Oklahoma in 1934 and has been farming in this vicinity ever since. He has 
farmed part of the land applied for ever since he filed his application. * * #* 

“The applicant is a fairly young man, is married and has five children. As 
stated, he farms considerable land in addition to the land described in his applica- 
tion. He has all the equipment necessary for farming, including a combine har- 
vester and does a considerable amount of custom work for other farmers. As a 
sideline, he is a rural mail carrier. * * * 

“Crops have been produced in the vicinity for several years and no complete 
crop failure has yet been experienced.” 

July 28, 1943: Another report by a junior land appraiser, concurred in by the 
regional grazier, recommended that “this tract should be kept in its native state.” 

September 10, 1948: A memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land 
Office, by the Acting Director of Grazing, recommended rejection of the application. 
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October 21, 1943: A memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land Office, 
by the Director of Grazing, recommended that the land be classified as suitable for 
homestead entry. 

April 5, 1944: The Land Classification Division of the General Land Office 
recommended that the land be classified as suitable for homestead entry, and stated 
that, ‘The land is located in Colorado Grazing District No. 4, but because of 
its very low carrying capacity, small area and proximity to cultivated fields, 
it cannot be advantageously used for grazing purposes.” 

July 28, 1944: The register at Pueblo, Colo., was notified by the Acting Assist- 
ant Commissioner, General Land Office that, ‘By letter of February 15, 1940, 
the * * * homestead application was held for rejection subject to the 
right of appeal within 30 days. The applicant appealed. 

“By decision of July 7, 1944, the Department modified our decision and classi- 
fied the land as subject to homestead entry. In view thereof, the application is 
attached hereto and returned for allowance by the register, no objection appearing.”’ 

October 7, 1944: The application was withdrawn by the applicant. 

October 14, 1944: The entry was “‘cancelled of record’’ and the case closed. 


Puresio 057440—Lovuis E. WHITEHEAD 
PuEBLo 057916—Dupp A. SNow ‘ 
(232 acres, 102 acres tillable, 43 acres in cultivation) 


These two applications cover the same tract of land. 

November 6, 1937: Application 057440 was filed with the register at Pueblo, 
Colo., for classification as suitable for homestead entry under the provisions of 
section 8 of the Taylor Grazing Act. 

November 2, 1938: Field report by a junior grazier aide, concurred in by the 
regional grazier, was forwarded to the Director of Grazing recommending that 
application be allowed. 

March 23, 1939: Application withdrawn by applicant, and case closed on 
records of General Land Office. | 

August 25, 1939: A comprehensive field report to the Director of Grazing by 
Range Examiner Milo H. Deming, covering 12 homestead applications in Dove 
Creek area, stated that the tract represented by Pueblo 057446 is surrounded by 
privately owned lands which are cultivated; that this tract is improved by a 
cabin and boundary fences; that, ‘‘The applicant is making his home on the 
land and has done so for the past 2 years.” 

January 15, 1940: Unfavorable report on 057440 by Grazing Service sent to the 
General Land Office. 

March 20, 1939: Application 057916 filed with the register at Pueblo. 

January 15, 1940: Application rejected in letter by the Director of Grazing to 
the Commissioner of the General Land Office. Note at bottom of file letter 
states: ‘‘Reject homestead at direction of J. H. L.” (J. H. Leech). 

January 17, 1940: Acting Director of Grazing Ryan, in a communication to 
the Commissioner of the General Land Office, stated that this is the same land 
as that in the Louis E. Whitehead application, and requested adverse reports on _ 
both applications. 

June 12, 1940: The Land Classification Division, General Land Office, con- 
curred in the recommendation of the Grazing Service and disapproved classifica- 
tion of this land ‘‘as suitable for homestead entry.” 

August 13, 1940: Decision by Acting Assistant Commissioner, General Land 
Office: application held for rejection. 

September 5, 1940: Applicant appealed to the Secretary from the decision of the 
General Land Office. 

July 10, 1943: A detailed report by a field examiner of the General Land Office 
(Salt Lake City Office) recommended that the application be allowed.. The report 
stated that the applicant and his family had been (and still was) living on the 
place since 1939, and “‘had been living in the vicinity for 6 years.” 

July 27, 1943: An adverse report by a junior land appraiser of the Colorado 
region, concurred in by the regional grazier, stated that, “This tract is bounded on 
the north and south and west by privately owned land, and on the east by vacant 
public land. The surrounding private lands are being farmed and fair crops are 
produced;”’ that the improvements consist of a two-room frame house, log barn 
and corrals, and some cross fences. - 

September 8, 1943: Memorandum by the Acting Director of Grazing to the 
Commissioner, General Land Office, transmitted above report and recommend 
adverse action on application. 
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September 23, 1943: A memorandum for the Commissioner of the General Land 
Office, by Director of Grazing Rutledge, recommended “‘that the land in this applica- 
tion be classified as suitable for homestead entry under section 7 of the Taylor Grazing 
Act;”’ also, “‘A recent field examination shows that about 102 acres of the land is 
cultivable, of which 43 acres have been cultivated. The soil is fertile and will 
produce good corn, grain, beans, and other crops, without irrigation.” 

February 3, 1945: A letter to the Secretary by the Assistant Commissioner, 
General Land Office, recommended classification as a homestead. This was 
approved by the Assistant Secretary on February 14, 1945, and the entry was 
allowed, as of that date. 

October 8, 1945: The file record shows that, although the entry was allowed as 
of February 14, 1945, “satisfactory final proof could not be made until the entry- 
man had complied with the law as to residence and cultivation after the allowance 
of the entry, no credit being allowed for any residence prior to that date.” 


PuEBLo 057949 C’—Winiiam RAaNDOL 


(156 acres, 30 acres in cultivation) 


June 16, 1939: Application filed with register at Pueblo, Colo. 

November 20, 1939: An adverse report to the Director of Grazing by the regional 
grazier stated that the land was needed for watershed protection, the growth 
thereon was valuable for timber, and that the tract was of value to ‘‘free use 
grazing applicants in Colorado District No. 4.” 

January 30, 1940: Adverse report rendered to the Commissioner, General Land 
Office, by Acting Director of Grazing Ryan. 

August 2, 1940: The Land Classification Division of the General Land Office 
classified the land as ‘‘not suitable for homestead entry.’’ The report stated that, 
“* * * notwithstanding the present applicant’s occupation and cultivation of 
the tract, there exists no reasonable assurance that an adequate living can be 
had by the applicant from the agricultural use of this land.” 

September 30, 1940: A memorandum by the Chief of the Homestead Division, 
General Land Office, requested a field examination and report on the land. 

October 21, 1940: “Application held for rejection.” in a ruling by the Acting 
Assistant Commissioner, General Land Office. In this decision it was stated 
that: ‘Although it appears applicant has cultivated 30 acres of the land for two 
seasons, there exists no reasonable assurance that an adequate living can be had 
by agricultural use of the land over a period of years * * ¥*,” 

“While this tract, with others, was designated September 10, 1917 (by the 
- Geological Survey), as of the character contemplated by the Enlarged Homestead 
Act, the present conclusion is that it is not suitable for homestead entry under 
section 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act.” . 

November 13, 1940: The applicant appealed to the Secretary from the decision 
of the General Land Office. Accompanying the appeal were affidavits by other 
settlers in the area. One of these was by an adjacent landowner who for 15 
years had farmed similar land less than 1 mile away and who stated: ‘‘That 
other lands of like character within a distance of 5 miles have been, for a period 
of from 1 to 20 years, producing profitable crops of beans, wheat, and potatoes 
“and are now so producing.”’ 

July 10, 1943: A report by a field examiner of the General Land Office stated 
that the applicant had been farming the land ever since the application was 
filed, and that he had been farming in that vicinity for 7 years. He was not 
living on this land at the time of the field examination, September 22, 1942. 

July 28, 1943: An adverse report by a junior land appraiser, and concurred in by 
the regional grazier, stated that the land was bounded by privately owned lands 
on east and west, and by public lands on the north and south; that the applicant 
had constructed a cabin and well, but was not then maintaining a home on the 
land. 

September 9, 1943: The Acting Director of Grazing submitted an adverse report 
to the Commissioner, General Land Office. 

October 1, 1943: The application was withdrawn by the applicant in a letter to 
the register at Pueblo, Colo. No reason for the withdrawal was stated. (See 
~ comment below.) 

October 15, 1943: In a memorandum for the Director of Grazing, the Regional 
Grazier stated: ‘‘We are preparing a section 8 application (exchange) in lieu of 
this section 7 application.” 

‘November 6, 1943: The Acting Director of Grazing, in a memorandum to the 
Commissioner, General Land Office, forwarded the withdrawal of the application, 
and stated that the case was closed on the records of the Grazing Service. 
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November 1, 1945: The Assistant Commissioner, General Land Office, informed 
the applicant that the case was closed on the records of the General Land Office. 


The investigator for this committee has recently learned from an in- 
disputable source that at the time the field examiner for the General 
Land Office made his field examination of this land in 1942 (reported 
July 10, 1943), the examiner was informed by the applicant that 
Range Examiner T. Joseph Snyder of the Grazing Service had told him 
that his application for a homestead would not be approved, and that, 
therefore, this application should be withdrawn, and that it be replaced 
by-an application for a land exchange ‘under the provisions of section 8 
of the Taylor Grazing Act. , 

After the homestead application was withdrawn (October 1, 1943), 
the applicant incurred the expense of acquiring privately owned land 
within the grazing district—for the benefit of the Grazing Service, 
in the furtherance of its ambition to retain and expand the land areas 
under its administration. Then, after the applicant had thus acquired 
land which he presumably did not want, his application to exchange 
it for his homestead tract was disallowed by the Department of the 
Interior—because of the reinstatement of an earlier application for 
the homestead tract. This is the unhappy lot, and unfair treatment, 
~ that has befallen numerous applicants for homestead entry or the 
purchase of isolated tracts. : 3 | 

The accuracy of this verified report is substantiated by the subse- 
quent history of the case briefly outlined above. 

This proceeding is wholly in line with the policy closely followed 
by the Grazing Service subsequent to 1938. The field staff employees 
of the Grazing Service were constantly and thoroughly instructed 
(verbally) not to permit the filing of applications for homesteads or 
the sale of isolated tracts within grazing district when this could be 
avoided; and not to approve such applications except as a last resort. 
The employees were told to bend every possible effort to persuade all 
such applicants and intending applicants to acquire other lands which 
the Grazing Service desired to obtain, and then to offer these lands in 
exchange for the lands in the homesteads or isolated tracts. 


Pursio 057884—Emmit L. JoHNSON 
(320 acres, 40 acres cultivated) 


January 31, 1939: Application filed with register at Pueblo, Colo. 

April 17, 1939: A field report by a junior grazier aide, concurred in by the 
regional grazier, was forwarded to the Director of Grazing with the joint recom- 
mendation that the application be approved. ‘The report stated that 80 percent 
of the land is cultivable at a reasonable cost; that 40 acres were then under 
cultivation; that the applicant had ‘“‘made his home thereon for the past eight years’; 
and that ‘‘The land embraced in this entry has little or no value from a grazing 
standpoint.”’ The report also stated: “The applicant has constructed two homes 
upon this land and is now residing thereon, * * * has made a living from 
: ee produce grown from this land, and he is not now on relief, nor has he ever 

een.” ’ 

August 23, 1939: The detailed field report by Range Examiner Deming stated 
that: The “grazing values are slight;” the land was ‘‘bounded on two and one-half 
sides by private lands;’’ there were three cabins on the land, two occupied, one 
by applicant and one by his father; and that, “‘There is a chance to develop a 
farm unit on this tract.” 

January 15, 1940: A letter from Director of Grazing Rutledge to the Commis- 
sioner of the General Land Office rejected the application. A notation on the file 
voy the letter reads: ‘‘ Reject homestead at direction of J. H. L.” (J. H. 

eech). - 


f 
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July 15, 1940: The applicant was informed that additional evidence as to 
residence was required. ‘These data were supplied as of August 8, 1940. 

September 30, 1942: The Chief of the Homestead Division, General Land 
Office, requested a field examination and report. 

July 10, 1943: A detailed report by a field examiner of the General Land Office 
verified the findings of an earlier report by another examiner. Both reports, 
approved by the regional field examiner, recommended that the application be 
allowed, except for one 40-acre tract considered to be unsuitable. ‘This report 
related that the applicant, his father and family, moved here from Oklahoma in 
1931, settled on the land applied for, and had maintained residence there ever 
since; and that “‘The applicant was 22 years of age, married, and had 2 small 
children.” The report further stated that ‘‘the land,cannot be used by livestock 
of operators—because of the naturalbarriers * * ¥*,” 

__ April 26, 1944: A note in the file states that a favorable report was made by 
ee Examiner Rasmussen on October 15, 1942, and that the case was still 
pending. 

An undated classification report by the Regional Range Examiner Snyder 
recommended favorable action. Wit 

August 16, 1944: A memorandum from the Grazing Service to the Commis- 
sioner, General Land Office, recommended favorable action; and stated, in part: 
“This land is a part of the Dove Creek area in southwestern part of Colorado 
where dry farming is successfully practiced. The community shows every evi- 
dence of permanent, comparative prosperity and of sound home building.” 

January 10, 1946: The register of the general land office, at Pueblo, Colo., in 
reply to an inquiry from the applicant asked for further evidence as to residence 
and improvements. 

January 18, 1946: Additional affidavits with respect to the applicant’s residence 
and improvements constructed were furnished by the applicant. 

December 11, 1946: The Geological Survey was requested to furnish a report — 
on the mineral.and water resources of the land. 


(After nearly 8 years, this application for classification as suitable 
for homestead entry is still awaiting approval of his application as an 


entry.) | 
PuEBLO 057837—KEeELLY TRAcY 


(40 acres—30 acres tillable, 10-acres tilled) 


December 10, 1938: Application filed with the register at Pueblo, Colo. 

April 17, 1939: A field report by a junior grazier aide, concurred in by the 
regional grazier, was transmitted to the Director of Grazing. The report stated 
that the land was of little or no value for grazing; that the applicant had con- 
structed a home on the land, and was residing therein; that he ‘‘has spent con- 
siderable money in improving this land for cultivation.” . Approval of the appli- 
cation was recommended. 

August 24, 1939: The detailed field investigation by Range Examiner Deming 
concluded that: “‘There is a chance to develop a very small farm unit here at a 
really high cost.” 

January 15, 1940: An adverse report by the Director of Grazing forwarded to 
the Commissioner of the General Land Office. This notation is typed on the file 
copy of the memorandum: “‘Reject at direction of J. H. L.”’ (J. H. Leech). 

February 17, 1940: Application ‘Held for rejection,” in a letter by the Acting 
Assistant Commissioner, General Land Office, to the register at Pueblo, Colo. 

March 7, 1940: Applicant appealed to the Secretary from the decision by the 
General Land Office, in a letter to the register. 

March 11, 1940: Formal appeal and brief filed with the register by the attorney 
for the applicant. 

April 138, 1940: Applicant’s appeal forwarded to the Secretary by the Acting 
Assistant Commissioner, General Land Office. 

August 17, 1940: The “Record in appeal’”’ was forwarded to the Secretary by 
the Acting Director of Grazing, with the report that the “land is substantially 
identical” to that in the application of Howard Jenkins (outlined above). A 
similar adverse decision was recommended. 

July 10, 1943: A detailed field report by a range examiner of the General Land 
Office recommended approval of the application. ~It is stated that the applicant 
had lived on this land from the time the application was filed, except when ‘“‘tem- 
porarily”’ residing on nearby rented land. 
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December 4, 1943: In a memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land 
Office, Acting Director of Grazing Leech recommended approval of the applica- 
tion, and stated that: ‘“‘The tract is completely surrounded by privately owned 
land which is largely under cultivation; * * * the applicant was residing in 
a home on the land which had been constructed by him.”  ~ 

April 5, 1944: Land Classification Division of the General Land Office rec- 
ommended favorable classification of land under application. 

June 8, 1944: Favorable report received from Geological Survey. : 

September 26, 1944: In transmitting the above reports to the Secretary, the 
Assistant Commissioner, General Land Office, included this statement: “* * * 
December 20, 1940, the record was returned by your office for recommendation 
by our Land Classification Division with recommendation thereon, in aceord- 
ance with the new procedure instituted by amendment to our regulations of July 
8, 1940.” _ 

January 9, 1946: The applicant asked that his application be withdrawn because 
it ‘has not been allowed.” 

January 14, 1946: Application rejected by the register ‘because application 
withdrawn * * *, Finally closed January 14, 1946.” 

February 8, 1946: The decision by the General Land Office reversed by the 
Secretary on the appeal (A. 22591), and directed that the eniry be allowed. 

February 15, 1946: This record appears.in the case file: ‘‘Note: Decision had 
been signed before the attached withdrawal was received in docket room, Solici- 
tor’s Office.” . 

PuEBLO 057855—FrRank D.-ARMSTRONG 


(250 acres) 


December 17, 1938: Application filed with register at Pueblo, Colo. 

April 17, 1939: A field report by a junior grazier aide was forwarded to the 
Director. of Grazing, with the concurrence of the regional grazier. The report 
recommended that the application be allowed, and stated that: ‘The applicant is 
constructing a house on this land and is now making his residence thereon. The 
applicant. has spent considerable time and money in improving this land.” 

August 28, 1939: A field report by Range Examiner Deming described the tract 
Es entirely surrounded by privately owned lands and the Montezuma National 

orest. 

January 16, 1940: A letter by the Director of Grazing to the Commissioner, 
General Land Office, recommended unfavorable action on this application. 

February 15, 1940: A letter by the Acting Assistant Commissioner notified the 
register that the application was held for rejection. 

March 21, 1940: The applicant appealed to the Secretary from the decision by 
the General Land Office. 

May 6, 1940: The appeal was forwarded to the Secretary by the Acting Assistant 
Commissioner, General Land Office. . 

August 17, 1940: The Acting Assistant Commissioner, General Land Office, 
transmitted the appeal to Secretary “Through the Grazing Service,” with the 
statement that there was ‘‘nothing in the appeal to disturb the decision.” 

August 17, 1940: The record in the appeal was transmitted to the Secretary 
of the Interior by the Acting Director of the Grazing Service with this statement: 
“The character of this land is substantially identical to that in the homestead 
application of Howard Jenkins (outlined above). It is recommended that similar 
' decision (denial of application) be rendered in this case.” 

July 10, 1943: A detailed field report by a field examiner of the General Land 
Office recommended that this application be allowed. 

July 13, 1943: An adverse field report by a junior land appraiser, approved by the 
regional grazier, was forwarded to the director of grazing. 

September 10, 1943: A memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land 
Office, by the Director of Grazing, sustained the two earlier adverse reports (January 
16, 1940, and August 17, 1940). ; 

September 15, 1943: A teletype message from J. H. Leech, in the Salt Lake 
City office, to Archie D. Ryan, in the Washington, D. C., office, asked that the 
General Land Office return the Grazing Service reports on this and nine other 
homestead applications from the Dove Creek area. 

October 1, 1943: The above 10 reports were returned to the Grazing Service 
by the Homestead Division, General Land Office. 

December 4, 1943: A memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land 
Office, by Acting Director of Grazing, Leech, stated in part that: 

“The improvements on the land consist of a cabin, barn, and potato cellar, 
and were constructed by the applicant who now occupies the land. 
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“Director Rutledge and I made a trip recently through the Dove Creek area 
in southwestern Colorado and observed that a large part of the land is under 
cultivation. The house improvements are well built and kept up, and the roads, 
schools, and other improvements indicate that the area is permanently established 
as a farming region. 

‘“‘In view of the foregoing, I am of the opinion that the land embraced in this 
application is properly subject to classification as more valuable and suitable 
for the production of agricultural crops than for the production of native grasses 
and forage plants and as suitable for homestead entry under section 7 of .the 
sen Grazing Act.. Accordingly, favorable action on the application is recom- 
mended. 

April 5, 1944: The Land Classification Division of the General Land Office 
recommended that the land in this application be classified as suitable for homestead 
entry. 

September 27, 1944: The decision, signed by the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, in the “Appeal from the General Land Office,” was that, ‘‘The Commis- 
sioner’s decision is modified to accord with the later findings of his examiners 
and the case is remanded for appropriate action.” 

November 21, 1944: Decision issued by the Assistant Commissioner, General 
Land Office, ‘“‘Promulgating departmental decision, application returned for allow- 
ance’’ by the register, “in the absence of any objections thereto and subject to 
the entryman’s compliance with the applicable laws and regulations.” 

February 27, 1946: <A letter from the register at Pueblo, Colo., notified the 
applicant (a war veteran) that the “enclosed notice of intention to make proof 
should be filled out * * *,” 

-- March 12, 1946: Applicant filed with the register the above ‘‘notice of intention 
to make proof,” together with the ‘‘Agreement of publisher.” 


PursBuo 057831—CiyprE W. AyrErRs 


(160 acres, 30 acres tillable) 


December 14, 1938: Application filed with register at Pueblo, Colo. 

April 17, 1939: A field classification report by a junior grazier aide, concurred 
in by the regional grazier, recommending favorable action on the application, was 
forwarded to the Director of Grazing. The report stated that the land involved 
was of “little or no value for grazing”; and that, ‘The applicant has cleared 
approximately 20 acres of the land embraced in this entry and has spent con- 
siderable time and money improving this land.” . 

August 26, 1939: The detailed report by Range Examiner Deming stated that 
the tract is surrounded by private lands, entries, and the national forest. 

January 17, 1940: An adverse report was conveyed to the Commissioner, General 
Land Office, in a letter by Acting Director Ryan. The following notation appears 
on ore copy of the letter: ‘Reject homestead at direction of J. H. L.”’ (J. H. 
Leech. . ; 

February 15, 1940: The application was ‘‘Held for rejection’? by the General 
Land Office. 

The applicant failed to appeal to the Secretary from the decision by the General 
Land Office. 

December 27, 1940: Application finally rejected and the case closed. 


PuEBLo 057902—Eart F, Huskny ~ 
(132 acres, 80 acres tillable, 15 acres in cultivation) 


February 27, 1939: Application filed with register at Pueblo, Colo. 

May 5, 1939: A field report by a junior grazier aide, concurred in by the regional 
grazier, was forwarded to the Director of Grazing, recommending rejection of the 
application. ‘The report contained these statements: 

‘“‘Adjoins a large area of Federal range.”’ 

‘The land embraced in this entry is needed for grazing of work horses and milk 
cows of free-use licensees.” 

July 12, 1939: A letter from Acting Director Ryan to the Salt City office of the 
Grazing Service to letters of inquiry from the then Junior Senator from Colorado 
with respect to this case, and directed that Range Examiner Deming prepare a 
further report. 

August 22, 1939: The detailed report of a field investigation by Range Exam- 
iner Deming brought out that this tract is surrounded on three sides by privately 
owned lands and other entries, and on one side by public lands; that the latter 
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were not allotted to any permittee, but used by free-use livestock. The applicant 
and a former settler had constructed a log house, barn, and 38 miles of fence. The 
applicant was residing on this land. ‘There is a “chance to develop a small farm 
unit, but at a relatively high cost.” 

January 15, 1940: The Director of Grazing, in a memorandum for the Commis- 
sioner, General Land Office, rejected the application. 

February 23, 1940: In a decision by the Assistant Commissioner, General Land 
Office, the application was “held for rejection.” 

March 29, 1940: The applicant filed an appeal to the Secretary from the decision 
by the General Land Office. 

June 11, 1940: The Land Classification Division, General Land Office, con- 
curred in the adverse report by the Grazing Service with respect to classification of 
the land under section 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act. 

August 26, 1940: In a letter to the Secretary, the Acting Assistant Commis- 
sioner, General Land Office, stated that there was “‘nothing in the appeal to warrant 
disturbing the decision of this office.” 

August 26, 1940: The Acting Director of Grazing, in a letter to the Secretary, 
transmitted the “Record in the appeal,’ and recommended rejection of the appli- 
cation with the statement that the land involved was “‘substantially identical to 
that * * * of Howard Jenkins.’’ (See Jenkins case, outlined above.) 

July 10, 1948: A detailed field report by a field examiner, approved by the 
regional field examiner, General Land Office, recommended favorable action on the 
application. The report stated that: ‘“The land cannot be used for grazing in 
conjunction with adjoining public land because of natural barriers’; also, that the 
applicant had moved to this area from Oklahoma, and ‘ ‘evidently lived on the 
land for about 2 years’’; then, ‘‘returned to Oklahoma about June or July 1941. 
* * %* He further indicated to his neighbors that he did not intend to clear any 
more land until his application to entry was allowed.”’ 

December 4, 1948: Acting Director of Grazing Leech, in a memorandum for 
the Commissioner, General Land Office, referred to his recent trip through the 
Dove Creek area and recommended favorable action on the application. 

April 5, 1944: The Land Classification Division, General Land Office, recom- 
mended favorable classification of this land. 

September 27, 1944: The decision of the Secretary reversed the decision of the 
General Land Office, with the conclusion: 

“From these facts recited it is evident that these tracts are of no use to livestock 
operators but that they would be safely tillable and provide applicant with a good 
homesite. * * * Entry will therefore be allowed.” 

December 23, 1944: The Assistant Commissioner, General Land Office, in- 
formed the register at Pueblo, Colo., that the application was “‘returned for allow- 
ance upon filing of mineral waiver.’ 

January 22, 1945: Applicant filed with the register the required signed mineral 
waiver. 

November 23, 1945: The applicant withdrew his application. 

November 26, 1945: “Entry canceled in records’”’ of General Land Office. 


PuEBLO 058005—WattTEeR W. BYERS 
(160 acres, 140 acres tillable) 


July 6, 1939: Application filed with register at Pueblo, Colo. 

November 20, 1940: A field report by a junior grazier aide, concurred in by the 
regional grazier, recommending adverse action on application, was forwarded to the 
Director of Grazing. 

January 23, 1940: Acting Director of Grazing Ryan transmitted an adverse 
recommendation to the Commissioner of the General Land Office. 

June 10, 1940: The Land Classification Division of the General Land Office 
concurred in the adverse recommendations by the Grazing Service. 

August 24, 1940: ‘Application held for-rejection” by the Acting Assistant Com- 
missioner, General Land Office, on the grounds that: “It would cost about $15 
per acre to clear the land for cultivation, and the soil would be subject to exten- 
sive erosion when cultivated.” 

September 30, 1940: Applicant appealed to the Secretary from the decision by the 
General Land Office, and filed five affidavits by his neighbors in support of “this 
claim for favorable action in this matter.” 

July 14, 1943: A field report by a junior land appraiser, concurred in by the 
regional grazier, was forwarded to the Director of Grazing recommending adverse 
action on application. The report stated that the tract is bounded on two sides 
by the land of the applicant’s father, and on two sides by vacant public land; 
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that the land had no improvements; that the applicant (married and with two 
children) lived with his father. 

September 10, 1943: The Acting Director of Grazing again submitted an adverse 
report to the Commissioner of the General Land Office. 

October 21, 1943: The Director of Grazing, in a memorandum for the Commis- 
sioner, General Land Office, referred to his recent trip through the area and 
recommended that the land be classified as suitable for homestead entry. 

April 5, 1944: The Land Classification Division, General Land Office, recom- 
mended favorable classification. 

June 8, 1944: The Geological Survey certified that the land is prospectively 
valuable for oil and gas. 

July 25, 1944: A decision by the Acting Assistant Commissioner, General 
Land Office, required relinquishment of the minerals in the land. 

August 7, 1944: The applicant filed with the register at Pueblo, Colo., his 
consent to the reservation of the minerals in the United States. 

January 2, 1945: The Acting Commissioner of the General Land Office, in a 
letter to the Secretary, recommended favorable classification. . 

January 13, 1945: The above recommendation was approved by the Assistant 
Secretary and the application was allowed as of February 1, 1945. 


PuEBLo 058055—Wituram O. WayMAN 
(80 acres, 55 acres tillable, 19 acres in cultivation) 


October 12, 1939: Application filed with the register at Pueblo, Colo. 

June 25, 1940: Supplemental application filed. 

September 25, 1940: Application forwarded to the General Land Office by the 
Grazing Service, ‘‘without action.”’ ‘No case record retained.” 

July 10, 1943: A detailed field report by a field examiner of the General Land 
Office, approved by the regional examiner, recommended that the application be 
allowed. This report stated that the applicant had lived in the vicinity since 
— 1912; had built a cabin and lived on the land for 18 months; then, because of the _ 
uncertain status of the application, he removed the cabin and the other improve- 
_ MInents, except the fences, and moved away. ‘The report further stated that the 
land “cannot be used by the livestock operators because of the small area and 
the proximity of cultivated fields.” 

July 22, 1943: A field ‘classification report’? by a junior land appraiser, con- 
curred in by the regional grazier, was forwarded to the Director of Grazing, with 
adverse recommendation. The report stated: ‘“‘There were no improvements on 
the land at the time of the examination. * *~° * It is bounded on the east 
and south by private land and on the north and west by vacant public land. 
Agricultural crops are being produced on the adjacent private land and are oper- 
ated by leases in most cases.” 

September 7, 1943: The above report was transmitted to the Com- 
missioner, General Land Office, by the Acting Director of Grazing, with adverse 
recommendations. 

March 17, 1944: In a memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land Office, 
Acting Director of Grazing Leech referred to his “recent trip in this part of 
Colorado” and recommended that the land be classified ‘‘as suitable for homestead 
entry within the meaning of section 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act.” 

April 5, 1944: The Land Classification Division of the General Land Office 
concurred in the favorable recommendation of the Grazing Service. 

February 3, 1945: The Assistant Commissioner of the General Land Office 
recommended to the Secretary that the land be classified as suitable for homestead 
entry. . 

February 14, 1945: Above recommendation approved by the Assistant Secretary. 

September 14, 1945: The Chief of the Homestead Division, General Land 
. Office, requested reports on classification of the land by the Geological Survey. 

August 5, 1946: Geological Survey reported the land as prospectively valuable 
for vanadium, oil, and gas. . < 

December 11, 1946: Geological Survey reported that the land “may” contain 
_ fissionable materials. , 


PuEBio 058077—Humpurey T. WILLSITE 
(160 acres, 55 acres tillable) 


November 15, 1939: Application filed with the register at Pueblo, Colo. 
December 28, 1939: A report by the district grazier, approved by the regional 
grazier, was forwarded to the Director of Grazing recommending adverse action 


58 ADMINISTRATION AND USE OF PUBLIC LANDS 


on the application because ‘“The forage now produced on this entry is being utilized 
at present by domestic livestock belonging to farmers living on adjacent lands.” 

January 4, 1940: The Director of Grazing, in a letter to the Commissioner, 
General Land Office, recommended rejection of the application. 

June 10, 1940: The Land Classification Division of the General Land Office 
concurred in the Grazing Service recommendation for rejection of the application. 

August 22, 1940: ‘Application held for rejection’”’ by the Acting Assistant Com- 
missioner, General Land Office, because ‘‘The land is chiefly valuable for grazing’’;. 
and “It cannot be cleared for cultivation at a reasonable cost, and when cultivated 
is subject to extensive soil erosion.” 

September 16, 1940: The applicant appealed to the Secretary from the decision 
of the General Land Office. 4 

July 10, 1943: A detailed report by a field examiner of the General Land Office 
(field examination made September 26, 1942), approved by the regional field 
examiner, recommended that the application be allowed. This report discloses that 
the applicant was killed in a mine explosion 1 year prior to this field examination; 
that he had moved to this vicinity 7 years earlier, and had lived nearly 4 years on 
the land applied for. He was 31 years of age, and had five small children. His 
widow expected to continue living on this land and to make final proof on the 
homestead. 

July 27, 1943: A field report by a junior land appraiser, concurred in by the 
regional grazier, forwarded to the Director of Grazing, recommended rejection of 
the application. The report related that there was a two-room house on the 
land, built of native lumber, and the land was fenced on three sides by adjoining 
landowners. The applicant was killed by a mine accident in 1941, “leaving a 
wife and five small children.” The applicant’s aged father “has been trying to 
farm this tract along with lands embraced in his entry.’’ 

September 4, 1943: The Acting Director of Grazing, in a memorandum for the 
Commissioner, General Land Office, recommended rejection of the application. 

Oct. 21, 1948: A memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land Office, by 
the Director of Grazing, referred to his recent “‘trip through the Dove Creek area,’’ 
and recommended classification as suitable for homestead entry. The report stated 
that: ‘‘The land adjoins privately owned land, some of which is under cultivation. 
The amount of vacant public land in the area is small and consists largely of 
isolated tracts.”’ 

April 5, 1944: Land Classification Division, General Land Office,r ecommended 
favor able classification. . . 

July 27, 1944: Recommendation that the land be classified under section 7 
forwarded to the Secretary. 

August 4, 1944: Entry approved by the Assistant Secretary. \ 

August 11, 1944: In accordance with the above decision, the application was 
"Returned for allowance,” to the register at_ Pueblo, Colo. 

June 5, 1945: The applicant’s widow relinquished the entire claim. ; 

October 2, 1945: “Entry canceled and records noted,’ by the register at - 
Pueblo, Colo. 
PuEeBLo 057733—FEtTon V. WATKINS 


(320 acres, 285 tillable) 


September 9, 1938: Application filed with register at Pueblo, Colo. 

April 17, 1939: A field report by a junior grazier aide, concurred in by the 
regional grazier, was forwarded to the Director of Grazing, recommended that 
une application be allowed under the provisions of section 7 of the Taylor Grazing 

ct. 

June 14, 1939: A letter from the present senior Senator from Colorado strongly 
recommended ‘‘early and favorable action” on this application. 

August 25, 1939: A detailed field report by Range Examiner Deming related 
that the land involved is surrounded on three sides by privately owned lands; 
that the ‘adjoining privately owned* lands are under cultivation and raising 
crops’; that, ‘‘a house, barn, and outbuildings * * * have been built on 
this tract and are occupied as a residence by the applicant’’; that good crops are 
claimed for the past 3 years on the cultivated portions of the tract, and that the 
“crops at time of examination were in excellent condition.” 

December 4, 1939: Another letter from the present senior Senator from Colorado 
to the Director of Grazing said that the Senator was ‘‘deeply interested” in the 
applicant, and asked for ‘‘preferred action in this instance.”’ 

December 8, 1939: A letter by the Acting Director of Grazing to the Com- 
missioner, General Land Office, asserted that ‘‘the land is not properly subject to 
classification as suitable for homestead entry.”’ “4 


ADMINISTRATION AND USE OF PUBLIC LANDS 59 


January 29, 1940: By decision of the General Land Office, the application was 
held for rejection. The applicant appealed to the Secretary from this decision. 

August 26, 1940: The Acting Assistant Commissioner, General Land Office, 
in forwarding the appeal to the Secretary, asserted that ‘there is nothing in the 
appeal which would warrant our office in disturbing its decision.’’ 

. September 10, 1940: The Acting Director of Grazing, in forwarding the “record 
on appeal” to the Secretary, stated that ‘‘the character of the land is substantially 
identical to that involved in the homestead application of Howard Jenkins (Pueblo 
057885). It is recommended that a similar decision (rejection) be rendered in this 
case.”’ 

July 10, 1943: A detailed report by a field examiner of the General Land Office, 
approved by the regional field examiner at Salt Lake City, Utah, recommended 
favorable action and stated that ‘“Mr. Watkins, his parents, and his brothers and 
sisters were living on the premises at the time of examination. They moved from 
Oklahoma to this area in 1935 and settled on this land soon after arriving. They 
have resided on the land continuously since that time. * * *7”’ 

December 7, 1943: A memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land Office, 
by Acting Director of Grazing, Leech, referred to the recent trip through the 
area by the Director and himself, and stated that this land was “properly subject 
to classification” * * * and “properly subject to designation under the en- 
~ larged homestead act.”’ : 

April 5, 1944: The Land Classification Division of the General Land Office © 
recommended favorable classification of the land involved in this application. 

October 13, 1944: The decision, signed by the Assistant Secretary, on the 
‘Appeal from the General Land Office,” enumerated the numerous improvements 
on the land constructed by the applicant, and concluded that ‘‘From the facts 
recited, 2 7s obvious that with the clearing of the rest of the 285 cultivable acres 
the land here sought will produce more than a subsistence living. It will be much 
more valuable for the production of agricultural crops than for grazing. The land 
is therefore herewith classified as agricultural and entry will be allowed.” 

November 16, 1944: The register at Pueblo, Colo., was notified of the ‘““Decision- 
consent of reservation required,” by which the applicant. was required to file 
within 30 days his consent to the reservation of all oil and gas deposits in the 
United States “in accordance with the act of July 17, 1914.” The applicant 
subsequently duly filed his consent to the above required reservation, and as of— 
January 23, 1945: The application for the enlarged homestead was allowed. 


PuEBLo 057852—Tuomas PInpER 
(291 acres, 80 to 90 acres tillable) 


(For prior application covering the same land, see pueblo 057802.) 
January 11, 1939: Application filed with the register of the district land office 
at Pueblo, Colo. 

May 24, 1939: A report to the Director of Grazing, by the regional grazier, 
referred to earlier reports on the same land with reference to a previous application. 

January 15, 1940: An adverse recommendation, by the Director of Grazing, was 
submitted in a letter to the Commissioner of the General Land Office. A typed 
notation on the file copy of the letter stated, ‘‘Reject homestead at direction of 
J. H. L.” (J. H. Leech). 7 

July 25, 1940: By a decision of the General Land Office, the application was 
held for rejection. The applicant appealed to the Secretary from the decision of 
the General Land Office, within the 30-day period allowed. 

October 17, 1940: In “Transmitting appeal through Grazing Service,” the 
Acting Assistant Commissioner of the General Land Office again recommended 
rejection of the application and informed the Secretary that: ‘There is nothing 
in this appeal which would warrant this office in disturbing its decision.” 

October 30, 1940: A letter to the Secretary, transmitting the record in this 
case, by Acting Director of Grazing Ryan, stated that, “* * * this land 
* * * is substantially identical to that involved in the homestead application 
- of Howard Jenkins (pueblo 057885). It is recommended that a similar decision 
(rejection) be rendered in this case.”’ 

July 10, 1943: A favorable report by a field examiner of the General Land Office, 
approved by the regional field examiner, was forwarded to the Commissioner of 
the General Land Office. 

July 15, 1943: An adverse report on this application, and pueblo 057802, was 
forwarded to the Director of Grazing by the regional grazier. 

September 8, 1943: An adverse report by the Acting Director of Grazing was 
forwarded in a memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land Office. 
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December 4, 1948: A memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land 
Office, by Acting Director of Grazing Leech referred to his recent field trip 
through the area, recommended classification as “‘suitable for homestead entry under 
section 7 * * * ”, and stated in part that: ‘““The improvements on the land 
consist of a house and barn. The land is bounded on the east, west, and south 
by privately owned land and on the north by Federal range. The amount of 
remaining public land in the area is comparatively small and consists for the 
most part of isolated tracts.” This application was “held for rejection’ by a 
decision of the General Land Office. The applicant subsequently appealed to the 
Secretary from this decision. 

July 26, 1944: The Secretary of the Interior, in his decision on the ‘Appeal 
from the General Land Office—application for agricultural classification and 
enlarged homestead entry held for rejectton—modified and remanded,” concluded 
that “In most years fair yields of such crops as are adapted to the area can be 
expected without irrigation. In view of all the facts above recited and of the recent 
favorable recommendations by the departmental agencies investigating the case, 
the land is hereby classified as more valuable for the production of cultivated crops 
* * * and entry will be allowed.”’ 

a September 22, 1944: The application was allowed by the register at Pueblo, 

olo. 

PuEesio 057694—Gurorrrey B. SouTrHcorTe 


(160 acres, 155 acres tillable, 50 acres cultivated) 


July 30, 1938: Application filed with the register at Pueblo, Colo. 

April 17, 1939: A field classification report by a junios grazier aide, concurred in 
by the regional grazier, was submitted to the Director of Grazing. The report 
recommended favorable action on the application, and stated that 25 acres are in 
cultivation; it “is an isolated tract’’; the applicant had constructed a house and 
dug a well, ‘obtaining a strong flow at 26 feet.” 

August 23, 1939: A detailed field report by Range Examiner Deming suggested 
favorable consideration of this application. 

January 16, 1940: an adverse report was made by the Director-of Grazing, in a 
letter to the Commissioner of the General Land Office. A typed notation on the 
file copy of the letter reads: “Rejected homestead application at direction of J. H. L.” 
(J. H. Leech.) 

July 10, 1943: A favorable report by a field examiner of the General Land 
Office, approved by the regional field examiner, recommended that the application 
be allowed. An undated classification report by the regional range examiner 
stated: Years of failure—‘‘3 out of 10. * * * 50 acres are cleared and 
producing crops. Good yields are common on adjacent lands. Entryman has 
some improvements including good log house, three wire fences around the land, 
and a good well. Recommend allowance of this application.” 

August 18, 1944: A favorable recommendation was submitted by Acting Director 
of Grazing Leech, in a memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land Office. 

October 4, 1944: The Land Classification Division, General. Land Office, 
approved the above recommendation for favorable classification of this tract. 

March 20, 1945: The application for homestead entry was allowed as of this date. 


PuEeBLO 057738—EuGENE A. BARTLEY 
(120 acres, 105 acres tillable) . 


September 26, 1938: Application filed with the register of the district land office 
at Pueblo, Colo., with a petition for classification, and an amended petition for 
an enlarged homestead entry under the act of February 19, 1909. 

November 28, 1938: A field classification report by a junior grazier aide, approved 
by the regional grazier, was submitted to the Director of Grazing, with the 
recommendation that the entry be allowed. It was stated that: ‘This is an isolated 
tract of Federal range, surrounded by deeded properties, and we have not had an 
application to date for any grazing privileges thereon.” — 

August 22,1939: A detailed field report by Range Examiner, Deming stated that: 
‘( * * * it is considered possible to cultivate approximately 105 acres of 
this tract. * * * There is a chance to develop a small farm unit.” 

January 15,1940: A letter tothe Commissioner; General Land Office, by Director 
of Grazing Rutledge, concluded as follows: “It is considered that the highest use 
of the area is for inclusion in common use grazing pastures to be utilized by local 
ranchers and farmers under the provisions of section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act. 
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Land of this character is not properly subject to classification as suitable for home- . 
stead entry within the meaning of section 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act. Accord- 


ingly, favorable action on the application cannot be recommended.’ A notation on 
oe aS copy of this letter reads: ‘Reject homestead at direction of J. H. L.”” (J. H, 
eech). 


June 11, 1940: Land Classification Division of General Land Office ‘‘concurs with 
the (adverse) recommendations of the Grazing Service.” . 

July 20, 1940: “Application held for rejection,’’ in decision by the Acting Assistant 
Commissioner, General Land Office, on the grounds that the highest use of the 
area is for inclusion in common use grazing pastures to be utilized by local ranchers 
and farmers under the Taylor Grazing Act. 

~ October 21, 1940: The Acting Assistant Commissioner notified the register at 
Pueblo, Colo., that, since the applicant had not responded to the above decision, 
“The application is, therefore, finally rejected and the case closed.” 

August 5, 1943: An adverse field report by a junior land appraiser, approved by 
the regional grazier, submitted to the Director of Grazing, contained this state- 
ment: “The principal crop grown in this area is pinto beans, with a claimed 

roduction of 300 to 450 pounds per acre. Other crops claimed are potatoes, 30 
o 40 sacks per acre; corn fodder, 1 to 14 tons per acre; and wheat, 25 to 30 bushels 
per acre. 

September 9, 19438: A memorandum for the Commissioner, General Land Office 
by the Acting Director of Grazing, submitted the above report, together with an 
adverse recommendation regarding this application. 

September 15, 1943: A teletype message from J. H. Leech (Salt Lake City 
- office) to Archie D. Ryan (liaison officer, Washington office) asked for reports 
from the General Land Office regarding 10 pueblo cases including this application. 

October 1, 1943: Above requested reports were transmitted to the Director of. 
Grazing by the Homestead Division of the General Land Office. 

June 23, 1944: Acting Director Leech, in a memorandum for the Commissioner, 

General Land Office, stated: ‘“‘The land is surrounded by privately owned land. 
The acreage of the remaining public land in the area is small and consists largely 
of isolated tracts. I therefore recommend that the land in this application be 
classified as suitable for homestead entry under section 7 of the Taylor Grazing 
Act”—i. e., after the case had been finally rejected and closed nearly 4 years earlier, 
though evidently the Grazing Service was unaware of this action. 

June 28, 1945: In a memorandum for the Director, Grazing Service, the Chief 
of the Homestead Division, General Land Office, concerning this and the two 
following cases, said: “Since the applications have been finally rejected, and the 
cases closed, because of the applicant’s failure to appeal or furnish evidence to 
refute the adverse conclusions reached (that the lands were not suitable for 
homesteading), it is not deemed necessary to take further action because of the 
substituted classification reports recently made.”’ 


PugesiLo 0577387— Witiiam A. Burson 
(320 acres, 70 acres tillable, 55 acres tilled) 


September 12, 1938: Application filed with the register at Pueblo, Colo. 

April 17, 1939: A field classification report by a junior grazier aide, approved 
by the regional grazier, was forwarded to the Director of Grazing with the rec- 
_ommendation that the application be allowed. The report stated that 35 acres of 
the tract was in cultivation and 70 acres tillable; that the applicant had dug a 
well and-constructed a home, outbuildings, and fences; and further that: ‘The 
applicant had spent considerable money and time inimprovirg thisland * * * 
and makes the statement that if he is rejected from the land it will be necessary 
for him to seek work through che WPA.” 

July 5, 1939: A letter of instruction by the Director of Grazing virtually 
ordered that an adverse report be rendered on this and 11 other homestead 
applications. 

August 26, 1939: A field report by the range examiner pointed out that this 
tract is bounded on the east and north by privately owned lands. 

January 15, 1940: An adverse report was submitted by the Director of Grazing 
to the Commissioner, General Land Office. . 

October 23, 1940: The register at Pueblo, Colo., was informed that the appli- 
cation had been finally rejected and the case closed; that the applicant had not filed 
an appeal from the decision by the General Land Office. ; 

July 13, 1943: Another tield report forwarded to the Director of Grazing con- 
veyed adverse recommendations, and stated that the improvements had been re- 
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moved from the land, and the ‘‘applicant had moved from this area in the fore 
part of 1940.” 

September 8, 1948: The Acting Director of Grazing rendered another adverse 
report to the Commissioner, General Land Office, nearly 3 years after final rejec- 
tion of the application. . 


Pursyio 057499—Joun P. MontraomMEeRY 


The history of this case is similar to that of the two preceding ones. The 
application was filed with the register of the district land office at Pueblo, Colo., 
in 1938. It was finally rejected and the case closed as of January 31, 1941, because 
of the applicant’s “failure to appeal and furnish evidence to refute the adverse 
conclusions reached * * * that the lands were not suitable for homestead- 
ing * * *,’50 This was one‘of the 12 cases reported on by range examiner 
Milo H. Deming in his comprehensive ‘Report of Agricultural Land Classifica- 
tion in section 7, Taylor Grazing Act, in the Dove Creek area, Dolores and Mon- 
tezuma Counties of Colorado, August 29, 1939.” . 


Arremet To Exrpnp Grazinc District BounDARY 


The-incident here related, from records in the files of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, is but a typical example of the extent to which 
the perverted land policy in force in the Grazing Service lead the 
officials thereof in their efforts to bring under their jurisdiction a 
comparatively few acres of isolated tracts of grazing lands—a tiny 
drop in the bucket of 140,000,000 acres of public range lands ad- 
ministered. These officials were not deterred by the fact that these 
small tracts were widely scattered, wholly unsuited to grazing district 
administration, and that they were already being administered satis- 
factorily under leases by another agency of the same Department. 
To gain their end, they did not hesitate to resort to deception and 
misrepresentation. Nor did it matter that the end sought was con- 
trary to the interest and nearly unanimous wish of the public land 
users concerned. 3 

This episode is but one of many that have brought discredit upon 
the administration in the Grazing Service over the past 8 years. 

In brief, this was an attempt by the Grazing Service, over a period 
of 3 years, to bring within the boundaries of Colorado grazing district 
No. 2 some 60,400 acres of public grazing lands widely dispersed over 
two counties in the northern part of the State of Colorado. * By 
solicitation and misrepresentation, Grazing Service officials obtained 
two petitions and two resolutions favoring the extension of the grazing 
district boundaries. But a thorough investigation and report by the 
General Land Office, in 1946, discloses that the livestock men con- 
cerned were, in reality, practically unanimously opposed to extending 
the district boundaries. Most, if not all, of them would prefer that 
the district, instead, be decreased in size. An abbreviated chronology. 
of the background and principal events of this affair follows. 


GRAZING SERVICE LAND POLICY REVERSED 


The Colorado Grazing District No. 2 was established April 8, 1935. 
The boundary thereof was modified, August 29, 1935, by a depart- 
mental order, eliminating from the district a considerable gross acre- 
age located almost entirely within Routt County. The Acting 
Director of Grazing, in his letter to the Secretary, August 13, 1935, 


50 Letter of June 23, 1945, by the Chief, Homestead Division, General Land Office, to the Director of 


Grazing. 
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stated that these eliminations from the district were recommended 
by the local advisory board, and: 

It appears that the eliminated area contains only small isolated tracts of vacant 
public domain which are impracticable of administration in a grazing district. 
[Emphasis supplied. ] . 

Two years later, August 7, 1937, another departmental modifica- 
tion order removed from the grazing district areas in Grand and Eagle 
Counties. Acting Director Terrett, in recommending the modifica- 
tion said: 

It appears that the area * * * contains very little or no public land suitable 
for administration in a grazing district. [Emphasis supplied.] 

Seven months later, March 2, 1938, upon the recommendation of 
Director of Grazing Carpenter, a third modification, by the Acting 
Secretary, removed the bulk of Grand County from the grazing dis- 
trict.*1 The Director’s recommendation was based on a letter of 
January 25, 1938, by the district grazier, endorsed by the regional 
grazier on January 29, 1938. In that letter the district grazier said, 
in part: 2 

* * * the area proposed for elimination in most cases lies adjacent to the 
forest boundary. This land being! more or less in demand has been patented 
up to probably better than 90 percent and those portions which are still public 
domain are so very small and in most cases are more or less rocky or otherwise 
inaccessible that a would be a very difficult problem to administer these small tracts 
under the rules and regulations of the grazing district. 

A fourth modification order, 4 months later (June 3, 1938), removed 
some additional lands from the grazing district, all in Grand County. 
This removal was recommended by Director Carpenter, the regional 
grazier, the district advisory board, and in petitions by stock and land 
owners. The Director, in his letter of May 13, 1938, said: 


The land consists of isolated tracts, and their elimination from the grazing district 
will facilitate the administration thereof. . 


On February 21, 1942, 640 acres in Grand County were eliminated 
from the grazing district for the purpose of a State land exchange, 
because the War Department wanted 640 acres of State land near 
Denver. | 

On March 22, 1943 somewhat more than 3,000.acres in Grand and 
“Summit Counties were withdrawn, as a first form Reclamation with- 
drawal, to provide for 3 reservoir sites. However, the bulk of this 
withdrawal was restored to the grazing district on November 27 , 1943. 
-- That completed the reductions in the grazing district area. Now 
for the 3-year campaign waged by the Grazing Service to bring all of 
these lands back under Grazing Service administration, by extending 
the boundary of this grazing district. 

It is significant that all but the last two eliminations (both minor 
in acreage and hardly contestible, because of the purposes involved), 
were completed prior to the reversal in the land policy inaugurated 
when a new Director of Grazing was installed late in 1938: The new 
Director and a certain few of his aides pursued the new land policy 
relentlessly. : 

On May 26, 1943, a petition was signed by five “residents of Grand 
County and owners of ranches and livestock,” requesting of the Secre- 


51 Federal Register, March 11, 1938. 
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tary of the Interior that two described townships be added to .the 
grazing district— | 

in order that the public lands lying therein may be administered by the Grazing 
Service. 


On October 2, 1948, Chief of Lands Leech, in a memorandum, 
instructed the regional grazier, Grand Junction, Coio.: 

that consideration be given to the restoration of those areas to districts which 
were eliminated because of the small amounts of public lands remaining in the 
area. 


In reply, Acting Regional Grazier Snyder stated that— 
* * & the amount of Federal range in these three townships is of such a minor 
amount that I do not believe that inclusion in the district is warranted. 
However, on February 5, 1944, the same acting regional grazier, in 
compliance with his instructions, submitted to the director a request 
that the townships be restored to District No. 2, : 
On February 9, 1944, Acting Director of Grazing Leech, in a memo- 
randum for the Regional Grazier, called for— 


all facts justifying the restoration of. the (above) land to the district, the recom- 
mendations of the advisory board, and the views of the stockmen in the area. 


A month later, March 11, 1944, Acting Director Leech instructed the 


regional grazier to submit similar data and records for additional — 


areas: 

In order to round out the entire grazing district and include all townships out- 
side of the national forests and the Rocky Mountain National Park * * *, 

On May 26, 1944, a resolution by the district advisory board asked 
that the Secretary— 
restore to the Summit grazing district all public domain that has been eliminated 
within the present exterior boundaries of this district * * *; also all of Grand 
County lands previously eliminated. 

In transmitting this resolution to_the Director of Grazing, on May 
30, 1944, Acting Regional Grazier Snyder, obediently to his instruc- 
tions, declared: 

The addition of these townships would greatly simplify the administration of this 
district by the Grazing Service. . 

On October 6, 1944, Acting Director Leech, in a memorandum for 
the regional grazier, again called for recommendations by the regional 
erazier, ‘advisory board and the range users,’’ favoring the full 
restoration of lands to district No. 2.. The memorandum contains 
this statement: 


These lands consist, for the most part, of isolated tracts within the exterior - 


boundaries which were eliminated from the district in order that they might be pur- 
chased under section 14 of the Taylor Grazing Act or leased under section 15. Since 
it is the present policy of the Grazirg Service to retain such lands tn the grazing district 
for grazing administration or as a medium for exchanges under section 8 of the 
Taylor Grazing Act, the restoration of these lands to the district should be con- 
sidered, provided they are still federally owned. . 

On October 19, 1944, Acting Regional Grazier Snyder forwarded to 
the Director of Grazing a petition by 15 “stockmen now using public 
jands outside of grazing district No. 2,” together with a resolution of 
September 23, 1944, by the advisory board, both asking for the restora- 
tion of the lands in Routt County. The memorandum of transmittal 
contains this statement: 3 
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It is believed that favorable action on this petition will be beneficial to the 
interest of all stockmen concerned, to the stabilization of the livestock industry 
in that area, and the problem of administration and conservation of public lands. 


A memorandum of May 31, 1945, by Chief of Lands Leech to 
Assistant Director Ryan, is in part as follows: 

Will you consider with representatives of the General Land Office, the prepara- 
tion of an appropriate public land order modifying Colorado grazing district No. 2 
(Summit) to include the following-described lands, which embrace an area, of 
approximately 60,400 acres of public land * * * (then follows a description 
of the lands). 
~ The inelusion of the land in the grazing district bas been recommended by the 
regional grazier for Colorado, and also by the advisory board of the district and 
requested, in part, by local stockmen. Enclosed are resolutions signed by the 
members of the advisory board and petitions signed by local stockmen requesting 
the addition of portions of the land to the district. 


Under date of October 8, 1945, the Supervisor, Branch of Adjudi- 
cation, General Land Office, commented on the above memorandum 
to the effect that apparently some of the lands may be suitable for 
grazing districts, but— 
other public lands are widely scattered among private holdings. * * * Ad- 
ditional field information will be necessary to determine the proper utilization of 
many of the lands requested and whether they should be included or omitted from 
- the grazing district. : 

The memorandum continued that, of the 26 petitioners, 17 now have 
orazing leases; and that from about 50 nonpetitioning lessees, “we 
should get their reaction regarding the disposition of the public lands.”’ 

The memorandum concluded with the statement that the regional 
field examiner of the General Land Office, at Salt Lake City, Utah, 
would be requested to have the lands examined and the livestock men 
interviewed “‘in cooperation with the district grazier or other official 
of the Grazing Service * * *.” , 7 3 

The field investigation indicated was made by a field examiner from 
the Salt Lake City office, accompanied by the district grazier of the 
Grazing Service. The resulting voluminous and exhaustive report, 
sioned. by both employees, will now be briefly reviewed.” 


EXPOSURES BY GENERAL LAND OFFICE INVESTIGATION 


~The regional field examiner, in forwarding the report to the Acting 
Assistant Commissioner, General Land Office, said: 


- The report shows that in the area involved, there is an overwhelming opposi- 
tion to the addition of these lands to any grazing district, and that the livestock 
users in that area prefer that the lands continue to be administered under the 
General Land Office grazing lease system. 


The following excerpts are quoted from the body of the report. 
The emphasis has been supplied: 


The movement to include the lands in these leases within Colorado grazing 
district No. 2 was initiated by the Grazing Service about 3 years ago. At that 
time T. Joseph Snyder, range examiner attached to the office of the regional 
grazier for Colorado at Grand Junction, and Lloyd W. Bruce, then grazier in 

the office of District Grazier Sydney H. Whetstone, Craig, Colo., canvassed the 


88S. L. 19825. Serial No. 1597968. Dated June 28, 1946. Field examination completed June 16, 1946. 
The joint report is signed by H. D. Moulton, field examiner, General Land Office, and Lloyd W. Bruce, 
grazier, Grazing Service. 

83 This is the same employee who told an applicant for classification for a homestead entry in the Dove 
Creek, Colo., area that his application would be disapproved, persuaded him to withdraw his application 
and apply for a land exchange. Then after the applicant had acquired other land to be exchanged for the 
land in his homestead application, only to have the exchange application disapproved because an earlier 
homestead applicant had been reinstated. See p. — of this report. 
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majority of the lessees under section 15 of the Taylor Grazing Act in the area in 
Routt County which it is proposed to again put into Colorado grazing district 
No. 2, and solicited signatures to a petition requesting the inclusion of the leased 
lands in a grazing district. 

The representatives of the Grazing Service personally contacted many of the lessees 
and presented to them the alleged advantages of having the lands placed in a grazing 
district. At that time there had been more or less trespassing on the public 
domain included in the leases, principally by horses which were turned out on 
the range adjacent to the Colorado River and drifted up to the higher elevations 
in Routt County where a number of the leases under section 15 were located. 
According to the statements of a number of the parties interviewed, 7 was repre- 
sented to them by the employees of the Grazing Service that if the land were put into 
a grazing district there would be no further trespassing on them as necessary fences 
would be built to protect the area and in the event any stock did get on the land 
included in the leases the Grazing Sérvice would take immediate action to have 
them removed and to have the guilty parties punished. 

As a result of the efforts of Mr. Snyder and Mr. Bruce, the petition which they 
circulated was signed by the * * * (15) persons who at that time held 
grazing leases in the area under section 15, or had applications for grazing leases 
pending. pags 

A similar petition was circulated in Grand County by Grazier Bruce, who 
obtained four signers thereto. * * * At the time of the circulation of the 
petition in Grand County, the lessees under section 15 * * * on lands 
adjacent to the western boundary of Colorado grazing district No. 2 as then 
established, were much exercised by the fact that the State of Colorado intended 
to file an exchange application, including as selected lands all of the tracts which 
were at that time under lease to them from the General Land Office. They were 
tald that if the lands were placed in a grazing district it would be empossible for the 
State of Colorado to effect the proposed exchange.5* The lessees were all adverse to 
having the lands placed under the administration of the State and did everything 
possible to protect their interests, and to persuade the State board of land com- 
missioners not to file the proposed application for exchange. * bs 

It was in furtherance of the effort to prevent the State from obtaining control of 
the land that the petition for inclusion of the lands in Colorado grazing district 
No. 2 was signed. : 

During April and May, 1946, approximately 50 of the 55 sholders of grazing 
leases under section 15 in the area which it is proposed to again include in Colorado 
grazing district No. 2 were contacted and the question put to them as to their 
attitude toward inclusion of their leased lands in a grazing district. * *- * At 
the beginning of the inquiry, it was not my intention to present the attitude of the 
lessees in the form of a signed petition or protest as it has always been my feeling 
that such signed petitions or protests do not, as a general rule, actually reflect the 
considered opinions and desires of the signers. However, the reaction of the lessees 
interviewed was so emphatically in favor of the continued administration of the lands 
by the General Land Office, and in a number of instances it was suggested by them 
that they would like to sign a protest against the inclusion of the lands in a grazing 
district, in view of the fact that the Grazing Service had presented petitions to 
have the lands included in Colorado grazing district No. 2, that the consensus of 
the statements of the lessees in regard to the matter was incorporated in a brief 
protest for signature by them. 

A separate protest was prepared for the signatures of the lessees in Grand 
County and a similar one was prepared for the signatures of the lessees involved 
in Routt County. These formal protests reflect accurately the attitude of all of 
the lessees whose signatures are attached thereto. 

There are 33 signers to thé petition relating to Routt County and 18 signers 
to the similar petition relating to Grand County. The signers of the two petitions 
represent an overwhelming majority of the present parties in interest in grazing 
leases under section 15 of the Taylor Grazing Act in the area which is proposed 
for inclusion in Colorado Grazing District No. 2: 

The majority of the signers on both petitions stated that they signed the peti- 
tions presented by the Grazing Service without a full understanding of the situ- 
ation and were influenced to a large extent by the representations to the effect 
that trespassing would be eliminated; that the proposed State exchange appli- 


54 Section 8 of the Taylor Grazing Act provides that: ‘‘upon application of any State to exchange lands 
within or without the boundaries of a grazing district the Secretary of the Interior shall, and is hereby, 
ey fo, proceed with such exchange at the earliest practicable date and to cooperate fully with the State 

o that end. BY 
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cation would be forestalled and self-preservation as they understood zt was a cut 
and dried proposition that the lands would be returned to the jurisdiction of the 
Grazing Service and they did not want to prejudice their interests in any way through 
refusal to sign the petitions. 

One of the reasons advanced by Mr. Leech in his memorandum to Mr. Ryan 
for inclusion of the lands in grazing district No. 2 is that it ‘‘will facilitate the 
administration of the grazing district since, in many instances, the present licensees 
are also using the lands outside of the grazing district now proposed for inclusion. 
Livestock operations will thus be consolidated and unified and all of the public 
lands in the area will be under uniform administration.” It appears from the 
attitude of a number of the operators who are licensees within the now existing 
grazing district, that the statement advanced by Mr. Leech might apply to better 
advantage in the administration of the public domain by further elimination 
from the grazing district rather than by additions thereto. 

The results of the joint interviews with the lessees in Grand County by Grazier 
Bruce and myself indicate conclusively that the attitude of said lessees is prac- 
tically 100 percent ‘unanimous for the continued administration of the lands 
involved by the General Land Office. 

Every type of operation is represented by the group of lessees whose signatures 
appear on the petitions. * * * A more representative group of livestock 
operators could not be found in any locality. They all express universal satis- 
faction with the administration of their leased lands by the General Land Office 
and feel that the General Land Office set-ups provide the proper method of 
handling the lands to the best interests of the Government and the livestock 
operators in this area. They have accommodated their operations to the prac- 
tical set-up of the General Land Office and are most emphatic in their statements 
that they can see no reason for disturbing their operations by again placing the 
sat in Colorado grazing district No. 2 under the jurisdiction of the Grazing 

ervice. 

They are unanimous in stating that they will do everything possible through 
their local stock associations to insure the continuation of the administration of 
their leased lands by the General Land Office and block the proposed inclusion 
of the same in Colorado grazing district No. 2 


SoME OTHER EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES 


- The policies followed by the directing officials of the Grazing Service 
lead them and their staff into many fields far removed from the path of 
efficient and forthright administration of the public range lands. 
Some of these departures, which absorbed much of the time and 
efforts of the whole force in the efforts to expand the areas under 
Grazing Service administration, or prevent any diminutions thereof, 
have been outlined in more or less detail in the preceding portion of 
this report. 

These activities have succeeded for some years in virtually nullify- 
ing the purposes of sections 7 and 14 of the Taylor Grazing Act, 
within the limits of the grazing districts. 


~ 


ATTEMPT TO GRAB FOREST GRAZING ALLOTMENT 


Evidence brought before this subcommittee in one of its public 
hearings,* and otherwise, discloses that officers of the Grazing Service 
took a very active-part, if they did not actually instigate, an attempt 
by an absentee owner of a large ranch in Colorado to have a large 
range allotment transferred from the White River National Forest to 
the jurisdiction of the Grazing Service. The allotment involved the 
public lands in several townships. ) 

This owner had then recently purchased a large ranch property 
located in the northwestern part of the State of Colorado. He had_ 


55 See printed hearings (pt. 5, pp. 2102-2107) at Glenwood Springs, Colo., Nov. 19 and 20, 1942. 
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been informed before he made the purchase that the Forest Service 
had long contemplated, and would, make a reduction in the grazing 
permit in the allotment, in the interest of range protection. 

When the reduction in the grazing permit became effective, this 
permittee took up the matter through the Colorado delegation in 
Congress; and also addressed petitions to the President asking him— 
to use the authority given him in section 13 of the Taylor Grazing Act, and 
thereby transfer to the Department of the Interior, administration of the follow- 


ing described lands * * *, containing 21,486 acres, more or less, now included 
in the White River National Forest. . 


The petition stated that: 


Whereas we feel there is not sufficient justification for the reduction (in the 
permit), and that if this area were administered by the Grazing Service of the 
Department of the Interior we would again be permitted to make a fair and 
proper use of the range.*® 


In his letter to one of the Colorado Senators, the permittee stated: 


I have been advised by one of the officials of the Taylor Grazing Service that if the 
Beaver Creek allotment could be transferred from the Department of Agriculture 
to the Department of the Interior that they would grant us a 10-year preference on 
account of our prior use, and that 75 percent of our grazing fee could be used for 
encing and range improvements.” (Emphasis supplied.) 


When the local association of stockmen, which included and spoke 
for the grazing permittees concerned, learned of the above-mentioned 
petition to the President, the officers thereof addressed a letter to the 
President in which the following was set forth with respect to the 
petition: 

This petition was discussed and, considered at the annual meeting of the Rio 
Blanco County Farmers and Stockgrowers’ Association. * * * ‘This discus- 
sion and consideration resulted in an unanimous decision by the members present 
to protest the transfer and advise you accordingly. It being considered that 
contrary to the petition the transfer would not improve proper management of 
the allotments involved. In fact the transfer would complicate proper range 
management. Further, the association feels that the petitioner 1s requesting the 
transfer solely for personal gain. It was very strongly brought out at the meeting 
that the users of the White River National Forest are very well satisfied with the 
manner in which the White River National Forest is being administered, and the 
plans for the future management of the allotment in question by the Forest Service 
are Lies: to and approved by the users and permittees. [Hmphasis sup- 
plied. 


The above petition and letter were sent to the President more than 
a year prior to the presentation of the matters before this subcom- 
mittee by an attorney representing the petitioner.** In that public 
hearing, the representative of the Forest Service explained that— 
the individual [petitioner], not being satisfied with the treatment by the Forest 
, Service * * * has asked transfer to the Grazing Service where, according 
. to his own words, he has been promised more favorable treatment. 5 

To this, “notwithstanding the ethics of the situation,” the Director 
of Grazing declared: ‘“The Grazing Service will make good on the 
promise then.’’® 


Ibid. p. 2104. 
Ibid. p. 2105. 
8 Ibid., pp. 2106-2107. 


59 The regional grazier, Russell B. Rose, was very active in arranging to have the petitioner bring the 


matter before this committee. 
60 Tbid., p. 2102. 
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OTHER MANEUVERS AND POLITICAL ACTIVITIES 


An example of the methods used by the Grazing Service to have 
lands added to the grazing districts is related by the principal partici- 
pant; in his report to the Director of Grazing. The following is 


quoted from his report: *! _ 
In April, Congressman Dworshak introduced H. R. 9572 to add certain lands in 


- southeastern Idaho to various subdivisions of the Cache National Forest and 


also to set up a new subdivision of the Cache National Forest in what is locally 
known as the Cottonwood area that lies in the low range of hills between Marsh 
Valley and Bear River Valley, south of Lava Hot Springs. Preliminary meetings 
were held with the Forest Service, the Idaho delegation in Washington, Mr. Ben 
cORnSON, county attorney from Preston, Idaho, who represented the local inter- 
ests. 

The Forest Service had done a lot of preliminary work in the area, and the 
whole trip was a splendid example of prearranged propaganda. However, I was 
very glad that the trip was made as it gave both Mr. Stablein ° and me an opportunity 


- to tell a great many operators outside of the present district boundaries the advantages 


io be secured under Grazing Service administration and the leeway that we have in 
leasing lands under the Pierce Act from States, counties, and private individuals. 
* * * c3 = a * 

Since my return to Washington, Mr. Johnson has written several letters to the 
congressional delegation, urging that this bill be enacted into law and the areas 
added to the national forests as a preliminary step to complete acquisition. Ina 
conference with Senator Clark of Idaho, I explained the entire situation in 
etailn pee a 

I went into the whole matter very thoroughly with the regional grazier. I believe 


that the contacts made both by the regional grazier and by me may result in a petition . ~ 


to have the Cottonwood area put under Grazing Service administration. There may 
also be a petition or request that the area west of Bear Lake be placed under Grazing 
Service administration. While the Federal range east of Malad to the Idaho- 
Wyoming line and north to the boundary of the association leases in the vicinity 
of the Blackfoot Reservoir and Grays Lake could be administered very ade- 
quately by the Grazing Service, I think that, on account of lack of personnel, 


unless the forest areas could also be transferred to our administration, this would not 


be the best solution at the presentjtime. 


The incident just described occurred at about the time that the 
officials of the Grazing Service were engaged in an intensive campaign, 
said to have been at the direction of the then Secretary of the Interior, 
to persuade the livestock interests to support an effort to have the 
President transfer the Forest Service from the Department of Agricul- 
ture to the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior. The 
livestock groups declined to lend their support to the movement, and 
the transfer was not effected.® 

In one of these frequent excursions from the direction of proper 
administration activities, two of the higher officials of the Grazing 
Service were assigned, designedly, to travel with the investigator for 
a committee of the Congress. For some time, these officials, by the 
extremely liberal use of intoxicants, succeeded daily in extracting from 
the investigator the information which he had obtained during the 
day with respect to the Grazing Service and its activities. — 

The many extracurricular activities of the Grazing Service fre- 


quently took its officials into the field of politics and political deals. 


61 Inspection trip by Archie D. Ryan, Chief of Lands (later Assistant Director), August 6-14 and 23-26, 
September 6-7, 1940, pp. 1-4. From Grazing Service file D—Inspection—Idaho. 

62 An employee of the Grazing Service. \ 

63 See the testimony of witness Stanley J. Wyatt before this subcommittee in its public hearings at Glen- 


wood Spriags, Colo., November 19 and 20, 1942 (pt. 5 of the hearings, p. 2029). 
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An instance of this, in the State of N evada, is related in the following 
extracts from a memorandum for the Director, in the ‘‘confidential’’ 
files of the Office of the Director: * 


Regional Grazier Dierking had information to the effect that the Republican 
State convention platform might include a resolution favoring transfer of Grazing 
Service to the Department of Agriculture and asked if I would get in touch with 
State Senator A. V. Taliman, Republican nominee for Governor, to see what 
might be done toward heading off such a resolution. I called on Senator Tall- 
man, who by the way is conceded a good chance of being elected, on the evening 
of September 21 and spent about an hour with him. I learned at this meeting 
that he was anything but friendly toward the Grazing Service, prineipaily because 
of a purported raw deal at the hands of our former regional grazier. He stated 
also that the Grazing Service was rapidly losing caste over much of the State 
before the change in the regional office, but that since the shift a reverse trend 
is very much in evidence. : 

Senator Tallman stated that he was to meet with the resolutions committee 
later in the evening and would see to it that no such resolution was adopted. He 
verified this when I saw him the next morning, at which time he extended a special 
invitation for me to attend the convention that day, which I accepted. Mr. 
Dierking was at home ill at the time and had no opportunity to meet Senator 
Tallman, but 7 was arranged that after the election was over, Mr. Tallman would 
call at the office and present his case for the consideration of Mr. Dierking. j 

A call was made at the office of Governor Carville on September 21, but he was 
in the southern part of the State on campaign matters. Met Lieutenant Governor 
Sullivan, Democratic candidate for United States Representative, who spoke very 
highly of Grazing Service representatives working in the State. 


Tur FeppraLt Rance Copg 


The rules and regulations of the Department of the Interior for the 
administration of grazing within the grazing districts, pursuant to the 
authority contained in the Taylor Grazing Act, are embodied in the 
Federal Range Code.® The first edition of the code was issued in 
1938. A considerably revised edition was approved by the Secretary 
of the Interior September 23, 1942, and is in force today. 

In the formulation of the matters to be incorporated in the code, the 
officials of the Grazing Service consulted rather freely with the live- 
stock users of the grazing districts, through their representatives on 
the advisory boards. The National Advisory Board counsel was 
called into an extended conference in Salt Lake City, Utah, for that 
purpose. There is, therefore, a rather general feeling among the 
livestock licensees and permittees that they had an important part in 
the preparation of the code. . 

In its many hearings in the Western States, this committee has 
heard comparatively few complaints from the livestock users with 
respect to the contents of the code. Their many and serious com- 
plaints, rather, have been directed to the manner in which the provi- 
sions of the code have been interpreted and administered by the 
Grazing Service. | 

However, this comparative satisfaction with the language of the 
code is not shared by many attorneys familiar with it. This com- 
mittee has excellent reason to feel that not even the code has escaped 
the chicanery and double dealing of certain Grazing Service higher 
officials. It has been a frequent boast of Grazing Service employees 
that the code has been so written that it has the necessary ‘‘flexi-— 

64 Memorandum for the Director, reporting on inspection trip, September 3-26, 1942, by E. R. Greenslet, 
Chief of Range Management. (‘‘D’’-Inspection, Nevada-California.) 


65 Code of Federal Regulations of the United States of America, title 43, Public Lands, ch. III, Department 
of the Interior, pt. 501: The Federal Range Code. 
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bility” to meet any of the widely varying conditions in the various 
States and grazing districts. Therein lies its fault. The language 
is, intentionally, so “flexible”. that it may be interpreted with almost 
any meaning that the administrators may see fit to place upon it. 

This committee is most reliably informed that at the time the 
language of the code was drafted, the Department of the Interior 
attorneys who prepared that language did so under specific instruc- 
tions to make it so ‘flexible’ as to admit of practically any desired 
interpretation. 

This committee is also reliably informed by a number of persons, 
including dependable administrative officials of the Grazing Service, 
speaking from first-hand knowledge, that certain officials of that 
Service have repeatedly boasted .of their success in having such 
‘flexible’ language incorporated in the code. Such boasts have been 
made in the course of several conferences of the administrative staff 
of the Grazing Service. Specifically, such boasts have been attributed 
to the then usuaily Acting Director of Grazing, J. H. Leech, who 
had an active part in the formulation of the code. As the chief 
hearings officer, he has also had much to do with the interpretations 
of the code. Again specifically, in an important staff conference 
during 1946, Mr. Leech boasted, in the presence of the Director of 
Grazing, that ‘‘they’’ now have the code so ‘“‘fixed” that they can 
interpret it as they wish in practically any situation. This committee 
has learned of that instance from more than one of the administrative 
officials who were present. | 

But more important than these boasts is the fact that they are 
supported by the record of conflicting and temporizing decisions and 
actions that have characterized the administration by the Grazing 
Service. 

A few of these ‘‘flexible’ provisions in the code follow. The 
emphasis is supplied. 

Suc. 7. Transfers of base properties and licenses or permits. 

(a) Transfer of base property; effect—A transfer of a base property, whether by 
agreement, operation of law, or testamentary disposition, will entitle the trans- 
feree, if otherwise properly qualified, to all or to such part of a license or permit 
as is based on the property transferred, and the original license or permit will be 
terminated or decreased by such transfer. Jn any instance in which a transfer, or 
a different vesting in any manner, of a leasehold interest in land may result in an 
interference with the stability of livestock operations or with proper range manage- 
ment, such land will lose rts dependency by use or dependency by location, as the case 
may be, upon a finding to that effect by the regional grazier, after reference of the 
_ matter to the district advisory board for its recommendation. 

(b) Transfer of a license or permit; limitations; effects; consent of owner or en- 
cumbrancer.—Upon application by a licensee or permittee, and after reference to 
the advisory board for recommendation, the district grazier may allow a license 
or permit based on ownership or control of land to be transferred to other land 
or a license or permit based on ownership‘’or control of water to be transferred to 
other water within the same service area: Provided, That such transfer will not 
interfere with the stability of livestock operations or with proper range manage- 
ment and will not affect adversely the established local economy: Provided further, 
That no such transfer will be allowed without the written consent of the owner 
or owners and any encumbrancers of the base property from which the transfer 
is to be made except that when the applicant for such transfer is a lessee without 
whose established livestock operations such property would not have dependency by use 
or priority, such consent will not be required. Upon the allowance of a transfer 
under this paragraph, the base property from which the transfer is made shall lose 
its dependency by use or priority to the extent of the license or permit transferred. 

Src. 2. (g) Land dependent by use means forage land which is of such character 
that the conduct of an economic livestock operation requires the use of the Federal 
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range in connection with it and which, in the 5-year period immediately preceding 
June 28, 1934 (hereinafter referred to as the “priority period’), was used as a 
part of an established, permanent, and continuing livestock operation for any 
two consecutive years or for any 3 years in connection with substantially the same 
part of the public domain, now part of the Federal range, except that in any area 
placed within a grazing district after June 28, 1938, or in any area added to an 
existing grazing district after that date, the priority period shall be the 5 years 
immediately preceding the date of the order establishing such district or effecting 
such addition, as the case may be: Provided, That in any case in which a livestock 
operation used a base property or properties during the priority period in such manner 
as would; in the absence of other factors, serve to invest the property with the attribute 
of dependency by use, but such livestock operation subsequently ceased using such 


property or properties and used other base property or properties in such manner — 


as to invest them also with dependency by use, only the latter property or properties 
shall be considered as dependent by use unless the former are dependent by use by 
reason of use by another livestock operation, * * * 

(h) Land dependent by location means forage land which is so situated and of 


sueh character that it can properly be used as a base for an economic livestock — 


operation utilizing the forage resources of the Federal range. 
Suc. 3. Qualifications of applicants. 
(a) Definition of qualificatcons—An applicant for a grazing license or permit 
is qualified if engaged in the livestock business and— : 
(1) Is a citizen of the United States, or 
(2) Has filed a declaration of intention to become a citizen: Provided, 
That an applicant who has filed such declaration but has not filed a petition 
for naturalization before a court of competent jurisdiction within 7 years 
from the date of filing the declaration or, having filed such petition, has failed 
to attain citizenship within a reasonable time thereafter and 1s unable to show 
any satisfactory reason for such failure, shall be disqualified to receive a license 
or permit or any renewal thereof until he has actually attained citizenship, and 
any existing license or permit held by such person shall become void at the end 
of the grazing season during which the disqualification arises. * * * 
Sues GG) sho he 
(4) So far as consistent with proper range practices, licenses, and permits will 
confer grazing privileges on the range lands which were used 1a createng the 
dependency by use or priority of the base properties involved. 
Suc. 9. Procedure in applications, hearings, and appeals. 
(k) Decision in effect pending appeal—Except as provided in paragraph (d) 
of this section, the decision of the district grazier shall be in full force and effect 
pending an appeal to the examiner and disposition thereof, and the decision of 
the examiner shall be in full force and effect pending an appeal to the Secretary of 
the Interior and disposition thereof. Any action taken by the district grazier 


pursuant to the examiner’s decision shall be subjeet to modification or revocation 


by the Secretary upon an appeal from the decision of the examiner. 

(k) (1) No adjudication of grazing privileges will be set aside on appeal if uw 
appears that it is reasonable and that it represents a substantial compliance with the 
provisions of the Federal Range Code (see. 9, 48 Stat. 1273; 43 U. 8. @eSko bye 

Ses LOs Coy eH oF : ; 

(3) All licensees and permittees shall provide adequate salt on thetrange 
for their licensed or permitted livestock, shall pay a proportionate share of 
the cost of managing livestock licensed or permitted within the range area 
in instances wherein associations for such management have been formed, 
and shall bed sheep and goats according to instructions issued by the Grazing 
Service. Upon request by the majority of the users of any community allotment 
of Federal range, the Grazing Service may prescribe the time for, breed, grade, 
and number of bulls to be turned onto such allotment; in the absence of such 
express requirements by the Grazing Service, the provisions of State law 
on the subject shall be regarded as applicable (sec. 2, 48 Stat. 1270; 43 
U.8..C. 315a). 

Bing sla are . 

(e) Bonds for violations—Whenever a livestock operator commits a willful 
or wanton violation of any provision of these rules or has repeatedly committed 
violations, the regional grazier is authorized to require him to furnish a bond in 
an amount sufficient to cover all probable damage that may result from his 
violations during the ensuing year. ‘The bond may be either in cash or a surety 
bond and will be in a form approved by the Director of Grazing. Upon the failure 
to furnish such bond when so required, the regional grazier is authorized to refuse 


va 
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to issue or renew a license or permit, or to revoke an existing license or permit 
(sec. 2, 48 Stat. 1270; 43 U.S. C. 315 a). 

Src. 17. Saving Clause. So far as practicable, and consistent with the purposes 
and provisions of the act and the basic policy and plan of administration outlined in 
section 1 (a) of the Federal Range Code, the provisions of section 6 (b) of the code 
will not be applied to the prejudice of the position of anyone who on September 23, 
1942, was the holder of a grazing license or permit or who on that date had pending 
an application therefor (sec. 2, 48 Stat. 1270; 48 U.S. C. 315a). 


HEARINGS AND APPEALS 


The complaints and dissatisfaction with the system of hearings, and 
appeals from the decisions by the district graziers, the advisofy boards, 
and the hearings officers, is very widespread. The complaints are 
seldom directed against the provisions for hearings and appeals in 
the Federal Range Code, but rather with the manner in which those 
provisions are interpréted and applied. As substantially the only 
recourse open to the public range users from the administrative acts 
and decisions of the Grazing Service, this whole system is worthy of 
some review. 

The general complaint is that the Grazing Service officials are prone 
to arbitrary and erroneous actions and decisions, frequently tinged 
with favoritism and temporizing, and much actual “horse trading.” 
It is often charged that these officials are frequently inclined to favor 
the larger and more influential operators and members of the advisory 
boards, at the expense of the smaller operators. All too frequently 
these charges have a basis in fact. 

The general feeling is that the whole scheme of hearings and appeals 
is designed and operated to sustain the original decisions by the 
district grazier or the advisory board, or both; that once an adverse 
decision is rendered, it is all but useless to ask for a hearing and to 
appeal from the decision of the examiner. 

The whole set-up for hearings and appeals is within the Department 
of the Interior. There is no opportunity, at any stage, for the appel- 
lant to be heard by or to present facts to a disinterested party. Itis 
true that it is sometimes possible, after all of the administrative 
machinery has been,exhausted, to take a case to the courts. But it 
is the position of the Department of the Interior that the courts can 
rule only on matters of law, not of fact; that the courts must accept 
the facts as presented by the Department itself, with no opportunity 
for the appellant to present his facts. Very few users of the public 
range can afford the additional cost of an appeal to the courts, after 
the long delays and expense involved in exhausting the administrative 
processes within the Department of the Interior. 

The general charge, obviously true, is that im all hearings and ap- 
peals, at least until the appeals go to the Secretary of the Interior, the 
Grazing Service officials are the sole prosecutor, judge, and jury— 
hearing and making the decisions on appeals from their own acts. 
It is a closed circle. 
~The completeness of this circle becomes clearer when it is stated 
that for a number of years, and up to the date that the Grazing Ser- 
vice was merged with the General Land Office on July 16, 1946, the 
chief hearings officer was also the Chief of the Branch of Land Acqui- 
sition and Control, and most of that time he was also the Acting Direc- 


66 For examples see hearings before this subcommittee at Fredonia, Ariz., August 30-31, 1942; pt. 9, 2765- 
00. 
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tor of Grazing. These key positions were all held and the duties per- 
formed by the same individual. _ He personally conducted many of 


the hearings on appeals and wrote the decisions thereon; he reviewed, - 


and largely dictated, the decisions by the other hearings examiners; 
he influenced at least some of the final decisions prepared for the 
Secretary’s office. At the same time he was the highest administra- 
tive ofiicer, at least in fact. He had much to do with the determi- 
nation and administering of the policies of the Grazing Service. The 
original decisions, from which appeals sprang, were made by employees 
under his direction. He frequently instructed as to what those first 
decisions should be. The circle was as vicious as it was complete 
All this would be bad enough if that individual were of high caliber 
and of a thoroughly judicial temperament; but in this instance the 
qualities were of a reverse order. He was one of the few most directly 
responsible for the maladministration of th® Grazing Service. He 
was the one who, in February 1944, before the Subcommittee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representatives, gave the Congress a 
very misleading and untrue picture of the grazing fee situation, as 
related earlier in this report, and thus initiated the train of happen- 
ings that has brought the former Grazing Service to its present con- 
fusion and difficulties. | 
Under these circumstances, it is not to be wondered that the system 
of hearings and appeals in the Grazing Service has fallen into wide- 
spread disrepute among the users of the public grazing lands. A very 
large livestock operator, while engaged in a long and costly con- 
troversy with the Grazing Service, was asked, in a conference with a 
group of officials, to appeal bis case, from the decision at issue. He 
replied that he would have nothing to do with their “monkey courts.” 


STATEMENTS BY RANGE USERS 


The system of hearings and appeals was discussed at one of the 
public hearings before this subcommittee.” One witness, who was a 
member, of the National Advisory Board Counsel when it met in con- 
ference with the Grazing Service to help formulate the cases, under- 
took to speak for the many grazing-district users who had expressed 
their complaints to him. He said, in part: 


The license holder * * * is beginning to feel that he does not have a fair 


chance when he is denied a license and has to go through the course of the appeal. 


system to be heard. 

I hear the complaints of license holders who say, ‘(We are beat before we start. 
What chance have we? We feel like, immediately, if the advisory board denies 
us a right,we have got the whole system of the Federal Government to fight.” 
* %* *- That is the way they feel about it. * * * I feel like the examiner, 
in coming into an area where a hearing is to be heard, should be impartial. He 
shouldn’t come in and say, ‘‘Well now, what has the advisory board done on this; 


what has the district or regional grazier done on it? Why did he take this action?” 


* * * There is a feeling that the Grazing Service has taken the attitude that 
they are infallible, once they have made a statement. * * * 

Having been on the national committee, I make that statement because they 
(the license holders) have commented on it to me. I did boastfully say that we 
had the finest thing in the code that could be found anywhere, when one’s rights 
were to be taken into account, and they called my hand onit. That’s why I am 
concerned with it. : 


The witness also quoted the license holders to the effect that the 
notice of a hearing would name one charge, and “after they get you 
in there” on that charge, the license holder would be faced with “all 
other charges possible.’’ 


6? Hearings at Fedonia, Ariz., August 30 and 31, 1943; pt. 9, pp. 2588-2604. 


*) 
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Another witness, a member of the advisory board, indicated his 
objection to “the district grazier and his office accumulating evidence 
to work against a man when he got that appeal into Mr. Leech’s de- 
partment.’ He also said: 


I think it is true that the cards are stacked against you from the time you go 
from the advisory board to Mr. Leech’s office, but my experience is that there is no 
objection from there on after we got the appeal from above the regional grazier. 
* %* * J think there are a lot of pressure groups influencing the Interior 
Department up to that point. 


A third witness, an attorney, said: 


That was my question a minute ago, Mr. Leech, about whether or not you 
permitted your examiners to go out and take affidavits without letting the 
appellant know that process is going on, so that your case is built up before he 
comes to court. In other words, you go out and get the affidavits, as I am 
informed, from people who are supposed to know; you go out and get the facts 
before you come to court, and when he (the appellant) comes in there he is con- 
fronted with these things; 50 he Js told * * * ‘We are loaded for you,” as 
one expressed it to me. 4 


The witness continued: 


The Government then is on the one side; so the appellant feels that, while a 
paternalistic Government has atfonded him an executive court, that executive 
court is out prosecuting him. * * 

* * * That is the fallacy of fetink a man be an investigator who is the 
judge, too. Itis all within your Department. That is the sentiment, I find, that 
is expressed to me by a number of these cattlemen. 


A pronounced feeling was expressed by witnesses at the hearing to 
the effect that the appellant should have the right to appeal his case 
to the courts, or at least to some agency outside of the Department of 
the Interior, preferably at any point after the decision of the examiner 
has been rendered. 

The following statement by a well informed and responsible range 
user has come to this committee, from an official interview taken down 
stenographically, in the presence of several witnesses. : 


And there is another thing about these hearings, * * * instead of coming 
in as an unbiased investigator, they come in as a prosecuting attorney for the 
Department of the Interior. ‘They came in one time when I was on the advisory 
board and they asked me, ‘‘Now what’s the lay of the land? How do you want 
this to go?”’ I knew right then that the decision was already written. 

And there is still another phase to it. I don’t know why, when hearings 
officers come out to a place like this * * * they have to stage a big party. 
The man who buys the most liquor gets the best deal. I went back (to the hotel) 
on one occasion to get some papers and information I needed, and I found the 
hearings officer drunk with my opponent. ‘Two board members who also saw 
it, turned to me and said, ‘‘Wayne, you are a damn fool if you go on with this.” 
I was going to step out of it right then because I felt that it was a farce and mock- 
ery to continue to spend my time and money on the hearing, but my attorney 
talked me out of it. * * * I hate to think that the decision in a hearing 
can be bought by buying the most liquor. I have seen lamentable cases where 
poor fellows, who, because they did not understand the procedure, lost everything. 
In my own ease, ‘T have a man who was on the board, who will testify that the 
regional grazier made the statement to a board member that they would give it 
(the decision) to my opponent * * * because thus it would not go any - 
_ further, whereas it they gave it to the “big ten”, as they called me and my asso- 
ciates, it would go back to the Secretary of the Interior (on appeal) .% 


68 The incident described occurred in the evening during the course of a hearing in which this witness 
was the appellant. Not long after, the chairman of this subcommittee showed this account to the chief 
hearings officer, who volunteered not to again employ that hearings examiner within the same State. The 
accuracy of the account and the statements quoted above has never been questioned. More than a year 
later further serious complaints came to this committee of similar behavior by the same hearings examiner 
during a hearing in another State. The whole situation was then laid before the Director of Grazing and 
the Secretary of the Interior, in detail. It was only after strong and continued insistence by the chairman 
of this subcommittee accompanied by detailed and incontrovertible data that this hearings examiner was 
finally removed from the Grazing Service. He was transferred to another agency within the Department 
of the Interior. 
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PROCEDURE FOR HEARINGS AND APPEALS 


Section 9 of the Taylor Grazing Act provides that— | - 


The Secretary of the Interior shall provide by appropriate rules and regulations 
for local hearings on appeals from the decisions of the administrative officer in 
charge in a manner similar to the procedure in the land department. 

These rules and regulations are embodied in the Federal Range 
Code, and appear in section 9: “Procedure in Applications, Hearings, 
and Appeals.” . 

This procedure was initiated May 10, 1937. In brief, it is as - 
follows, the quotations being the language i in the code: _ 

den year all applications filed for grazing licenses and permits, 
and for renewals of licenses and permits, except those of district 
advisers, are considered first by the district advisory board, which 
makes its recommendations thereon to the district grazier. If the 
recommendation is to any extent adverse, the applicant is so notified 
with the reason therefor, by the district grazier. The applicant or 
party in interest may then, within 10 days, appear. before the board 
m person or by representative to protest the recommendation. 
Thereupon, the board makes its final recommendation to the district 
orazier. If this recommendation is to any extent adverse and the 
district grazier approves, the applicant is so notified, with a state- 
ment of the reasons, in what ‘ constitutes the district erazier’s final 
decision for purposes of appeal.’ 

The district grazier-is vested with the authority * * * after first sub- 
mitting an application to the district Ret, board, to issue or to refuse to issue 
a grazing license or permit. 

If the action by the district grazier differs substantially from that. 
recommended by the board, the applicant is so notified, setting forth 
the reasons. The applicant then has 15 days within which to file 
an appeal with the regional grazier, who will notify any other parties in 
interest of the appeal. 

Licenses and permits found by the Grazing Service to be“ improperly 
issued”’ are subject to cancellation in whole or in part; in which event 
the licensee or permittee is so notified by the district erazier and is 
allowed 15 days within which to show cause why such cancellation 
should not be made final. If the district grazieris not satisfied that 
sufficient cause has been shown he will notity the licensee or permittee 
that the cancellation will be made final unless an appeal to an examiner 
of the Grazing Service is filed with the regional grazier within 15 days. 

Upon the filing of an appeal with specification of error, the regional 
grazier will notify the chief examiner, naming a place at which a 
hearing will be held. The chief examiner will then advise the regional 
erazier of the date of hearing, which will be not ies than 10 ae after 
the filing of the appeal. The hearing— 
will be held by one of such representative of the Grazing Service as may have 
been designated by the Secretary of the Interior to conduct hearings. Such 


representative, however, shall be one other than the administrative officer from. 
whose decision the appeal is taken. 


The examiner is vested with authority to conduct the hearing, 
including authority to subpena witnesses, administer oaths, call-and 
question witnesses, and to make findings of fact and a decision. 

At the hearing, the district grazier will state the grounds of the 
decision and such explanation as he may deem necessary and may 


» 
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call and examine witnesses. The appellant and “recognized inter- 
veners”’ will then present their evidence, including witnesses, under ° 
oath. Witnesses are allowed fees and necessary travel expenses, | 

“As promptly as possible following the conclusion of the hearing 
the examiner will make findings of fact and render a decision,” a 
copy of which shall be sent to the appellant and all interveners. 
Any party may then, within 10 days, file a written notice of his 
intention to appeal to the Secretary of the Interior and may request 
a copy of the transcript of testimony. 

An appeal from the decision of the examiner to the Secretary shall 
be filed, with a supporting brief, within 30 days after the receipt. of 
the transcript of testimony, or within 30 days of receipt of the examin- 
er’s decision if the transcript is not requested. A copy of the appeal 
and brief “must be served on each party of record.”’ Any party of 
record opposing the appeal will then be allowed 20 days within which . 
to file a reply brief. 

The appeal in other respects (than those specified in the code) shall be made in 
accordance with the rules and regulations of the Department in effect at the time 
such appeal is taken. 

No adjudication of grazing privileges will be set aside on appeal 1f it appears that 
uw is reasonable and that it represents a substantial compliance with the Provisions 
of the Federal Range Code. {Italics supplied.] 

Section 11 of the code provides for hearings before an examiner in 
connection with disciplinary action by the Grazing Service for viola- 
tions of the rules and regulations. 


FORMER POLICY: “THE FEWER THE BETTER” 


« 


__ The numbers of appeals filed with the Grazing Service, the numbers 

heard before examiners, and the numbers-of appeals that went to the 
Secretary of the Interior, are shown below for each fiscal year, 1936 
to 1945, inclusive. In the last column are shown the “numbers of 
- cases involved,”’ which is derived by counting both the appellants and 
all “‘interveners”’ in each case. 


LPaBLE —.—Crazing Service: Numbers of appeals filed, heard before examiners, and 
: transmitted to the Secretary of the Interior, by fiscal years, 1936-45 


a eS 


- Appeals to the Secretary 


Number of oe 
Fiscal year appeals bet = 
filed 3 . ee Number of Number of 

a tase appeals! —|cases involved? 

TORU Sentai Seok ya nent ae See Tae ke eet Se TR Ea oe 179 79 5 5 
OS Fern ae MERS Het tiaras Reber Na Scabies 809 273 39 91 
UR Ss Eee hal ee een ND bes tk ASS Din ce TE TEMS “niet, 689 331 36 78 
OBO nn LOOM ek hfe enc ace SS OP Be rt het oy 29 349 41 113 
DSI, et alee us Tee te oe ca bak) A pn 336 178 iy 10 
LIGy ida Reale © 8 Naa OR iad OD ia relate gh eee 449 327 10 20 
JH UN Se SSR” BA Bcc go aed Sher Rh REE Se oe 326 116 8 25 
DASE Si = 1 Siig PL om nee RP ERD Ay ic ee am ee 236 &4 10 4] 
LO SAIS GS sg SiS eet aties 1p OE ns whee hh Pc 142 47 10 22 
EE TAS ES 2S — ise eae eee ea ie 100 39 10 36 
Ih Giee ane Came eee ome Coke tn oe ees 4, 065 1, 823 174 441 


1 Number of appellants, 
2 Number of appellants and “‘interveners.”’ 


Source: Grazing Service, hearings; files: report dated Jan. 18, 1946 (H, Hearings, General, Reports, and 
Tabulations). 
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The numbers of cases appealed decreased sharply after the 1939 
fiscal year. This is particularly striking in the numbers of cases 
permitted to be appealed to the Secretary. Possibly some of this 
decrease in the later years may be a reflection of progress made in the 
adjudication of range allotments. But this was not the situation in 
the middle years, when the initial and pronounced decline in numbers 
appeared. Rather, that decrease was due to a change in policy, 
instructions and attitude that appeared with the mauguration of a 
new Director of Grazing, installed late in the calendar year 1938. 

That new policy is often referred to in the Grazing Service with 
the epigram, ‘‘The fewer the better,’’ meaning that the numbers of 
cases which should be permitted to be initially appealed, heard by 
examiners, or further appealed to the Secretary, should be held to 
the irreducible minimum. Instructions with respect to this policy 
were sent to all regional graziers by the Director of Grazing on four 
separate occasions, between the dates of October 4, 1938, and May 
18, 1942. In one of these, a mimeographed letter dated August 29, 
1939, the Director said: 


The number of appeal cases is decreasing each year, but even so there are still 
entirely too many developing. There is also a real question in my mind whether 
in all cases the district and regional grazjers have made as much of an effort to 
settle complaints and controversies as is desirable and thus limit the number of 
cases that develop into appeals to the Secretary. * * ; 

We are going to inquire into future appeal cases to determine whether these 
cases could have been settled by administrative officers on the ground and thus 
avoid the cost, loss of time from other work, and other undesirable features 
attendant upon appeals. 

The regional graziers and his district graziers are the responsible administrative 
representatives of the Division in their respective regions or districts, and they 
should realize that it is a reflection in varying degrees upon the administration of 
the local officers when some other officer of the Division has to come in and settle their 
range problems. They lose certain prestige which we believe they cannot afford to 
lose. [Emphasis supplied. ] 


Again, on May 18, 1942, the Director wrote the regional graziers 
as follows: ; 


I have just reviewed a report of the appeals filed, and hearings held, in all 
regions during the first quarter of the present calendar year. 

The record indicates that there are some regions which as yet are not successfully 
obtaining settlements of appeals. This record also shows that of the 135 appeals 
filed during the period 18 were settled by the examiner without a formal hearing. 
Opposed to this, the report shows that only 5 were settled by administrative 
officials prior to a scheduled hearing. It would appear if the examiner were able 
to settle a goodly percentage of these cases, that if the administrative officials, 
particularly the regional offices, were on their toes they should be able to accom- 
plish the same objective. 

It is my hope that all of you will take this, the fourth instruction on the same 
subject, seriously and make a conscientious effort to improve the record quoted 
above. [Emphasis supplied.] 


One effect or phase of the “The fewer the better” policy is dis- 
closed in a letter of July 5, 1940, to all regional graziers, by the Chief 
of Range Management: 7 


I wish to call your attention to the instructions of August 29, 1989, and Febru- 
ary 8, 1940, dealing with the question of compromising, settling, and adjusting 
appeals on the ground. These instructions, of course, convey to you that every 
effort must be made to adjust and dispose of appeals without the necessity of going 
to a local hearing. These instructions, however, did not mean that the district 
or regional grazier was to call witnesses before him and go through all the steps 
of a hearing and designate same as an “informal hearing.”’ 


6° Letter of July 5, 1940, by E. N. Kavanagh, Chief of Range Management to Regional Graziers, Grazing 
Service (M, Licenses, Appeals, Procedure). 
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Such “informal hearing’ is a hardship upon applicants, and, in my opinion, 
‘does not serve any useful purpose * * *, The practice that has recently sprung 
up of having “informal hearings” and citing applicants, witnesses and attorneys to 
appear before the district and regional graziers should be discontinued and you 
‘Should make every effort to dispose of cases on the ground. This does not mean 
“informal hearings” in the office of either the district or regional grazier. * * * 
[Emphasis supplied.] oa 

An opposing view to this fixed Grazing Service policy was expressed 
by a hearings examiner in a memorandum: ” 


When an appeal has been filed from the decision of the district grazier affecting 
the grazing privileges of an applicant or permittee the matter is then out of the 
hands of the administrative officer, except as the questions or issues raised by the 
appeal may be explained to the appellant to overcome his misunderstanding of 
the regulations, or, informing him of the privileges granted to others in proof of 
the fact that no discrimination has been practiced against him * * ¥*, 

_The theory which at one time nearly became a policy, that the filing of appeals 
within a grazing district was a reflection against the administrative officer in 
charge was fallacious and dangerous. The only reasonable view was and is that 
the filing of appeals reflects the fact that the administrative officer had the courage 
and good sense to say “‘no”’ to the appellants who sought grazing privileges for 
which their properties were not qualified. 

Unfortunately, this admirably expressed view was not put into 
practice by the author thereof. That writer was the same hearings 
examiner who participated in the incident described below. 

_ This policy and practice of the Grazing Service, ‘‘the fewer the 

‘ better” applied on any and all occasions, has worked much hardship 
and injustice upon the grazing applicants and permittees, and, unfor- 
tunately, particularly upon the smaller and weaker operators, less able 
to resist the pressure to which they were subjected. 

An example of the less usual forms of this pressure was related to 
this committee by a reliable witness in a public hearing.”! In this in- 
Stance the district grazier, at the timt of a hearing on appeal at 
St. George, Utah— 


threatened (the attorney for the appellant) that if he cross-questioned him upon 
the stand that he would see that his client’s permit was canceled forever; he would 
never have a permit upon the grazing district. 


A great many instances and complaints of this regular practice of 
the Grazing Service to induce or push the range user applicants into 
“agreements” or compromises or settlements have come to the atten- 
tion of this committee. One such incident was described in detail in 
a public hearing by the appellant involved, in the presence of both his 
opponent in the case and the chief hearings officer (who was also the 
Acting Director of Grazing).” This instance illustrates the practical 
workings and result of the Grazing Service policy in far too many 
cases. : 

The appellant. in this case is a large livestock operator, a physically 
poweriul and aggressive man, well able to take care of himself under 
almost any circumstances. His chief opponent is similarly equipped, 
and in addition was a member of the district advisory board. The 
parties to a regularly called hearing appeared at St. George, Utah, on 
March 6, 1942. The appellant was accompanied by his attorney and 
witnesses. The hearings examiner was present, but instead of pro- 
ceeding with the scheduled hearing, he, the district grazier, and the 


ane memorandum for a regional graziers’ conference, Salt Lake City, November 21, 1944, by Perry T. 
illiams. 
11 See transcript of hearings at Fredonia, Ariz., May 30-31, 1942, pt. 9, p. 2790. The witness stated that he 
had handed to one of the top officials of the Grazing Service, in Salt Lake City, a notarized affidavit by the 
~ attorney in the case relating the facts in this case. 
72 Ibid. pp. 2797-2800. 
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regional grazier called the several parties in the case into what the 
Acting Director of Grazing described to this committee as a “pre- 
hearing conference, and going over the various facts.” 

The appellant repeatedly asked the hearings officer to open the 
hearing, as called; but instead, in the words of the appellant— 


in a criminal attorney’s manner, the case was argued until 4 or 5 o’clock; and the 
hearings officer never did take one bit of testimony from each side. 


Ailso— 


They said it was because they knew there would be too much controversy. — 
* %* * They argued from 9:30 in the morning until 5 o’clock in the afternoon. 

Addressing his opponent in the case (at the hearing by this com- 
mittee), the appellant added: 

Well, along with the district grazier, you finally got your argument. He put up 
as much of an argumeni as you did. 

Finally, the Grazing Service officials and the “‘interveners” suc- 
ceeded in getting the appellant to sign an “‘agreement.”’ In the words 
of the latter: 


There is no denial that I signed an agreement that afternoon, after I was argued 
down to where I didn’t have resistance enough to stand up. 


He added: 


It looked like there was no alternative, except to weaken and give him that 
additional area. As the hearings officer wouldn’t hear it, just giveup; * * * 
I finally conceded, gave up this rather large area, here [pointing to a map], six 
or seven or eight sections. They gave me about two and a half or three sections, | 
over here; losing about four sections to them.. 


LOSS OF RECORDS BY GRAZING SERVICH 


It is a very common experience of and complaint by the users of the | 
public range that essential records which should be in the files of the 
Grazing Service have been lost, misplaced, or destroyed. Numerous 
instances have been cited to this committee, in public hearings and 
otherwise. In many cases the complainants are convinced that the 
loss or destruction has been willful, especially when the missing records 
are those the loss of which works to their disadvantage, as is usually 
the case. Most of these complaints refer to records in, or that should 
be in, the files of the district grazier offices, though some of them have 
reference to the files of the regional offices, or to those at still higher 
levels. . 

A letter recently received by the chairman of this committee en- 
closed a copy of a letter addressed to the Bureau of Land Management. 
in which this statement occurs: _ 

The records of the meeting of the (district advisory) board where the board 
awarded this range to me are lost or destroyed. . 

Many things happened to the records and minutes of the board that cannot be 


explained and when an interested citizen desires to examine the records at Burns. | 
he is informed that the records are. lost or destroyed. = 


The file of a case which the Grazing Service considered to be im- 
portant, that of William Dicting (A-25763), discloses that both the 
appellant in his testimony and his attorney in his briefs and motions, 
repeatedly assert that many of the records of the case were missing 
from the files in the grazing district office. The appellant and the 
attorney believed that the loss of the records materially hampered 
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and prejudiced their case. Nowhere does there appear any attempt 
by the Grazing Service officials to deny or even question that many of 
the records were missing. Instead, they merely dismiss the matter 
_ with the assumption that the records lost were immaterial, a view 
_ with which the appellant and his attorney sharply disagreed. The 
Assistant Secretary, in his adverse decision in the case, stated: 

In his appeal Dicting raises several points, Some of which are not altogether 
clear. He first alleges that the record of the hearing is incomplete and that some 
of the testimony was not transcribed. He also alleges that certain records of the 
Grazing Service concerning his recurrent applications have been lost. However, 


it does not appear that such testimony and records as may be missing would have 
any bearing on the case * * *#*, | 


TESTIMONY NOT PROPERLY TRANSCRIBED 


The “informal” treatment of the records of the testimony presented 
in the hearings before the Grazing Service examiners may be illus- 
trated by examples taken from the files of the limited number of cases 
read by the investigator for this committee. The cases selected for 
study, for the most part, were taken at random. It seems safe to 
assume that a wider examination of the case files would bring to light 
many more examples of the irregular practices discussed here and 
elsewhere in this report. 

The first case selected indicates that, in some cases at least, it was 
the practice of the hearings examiner to make “corrections,” or edit 
the records of the testimony taken in the hearings. How far these 
“‘corrections’”’ went in the direction of altering and omitting testimony 
this committee does not know. But it does know that many appel- 
lants and others interested in specific cases have complained that the 
records of hearings were neither complete nor correct, to put it mildly. 
It may be worth noting that generally (but not in the instance here 
cited) the hearings were reported by an employee attached to the 
office of the hearings examiner, and therefore the transcripts generaily 
were prepared in that office. 7 

The file of the case of Wayne C. Gardner, et al. (A-23856) contains 
the following ‘confidential memorandum” for the examiner who con- 
ducted the hearing on this case ® (the emphasis is supplied): 

St. GEORGE, UTau, 

: February 1, 1945. 

Confidential Memorandum for Perry T. Williams, Salt Lake City, Utah: 


Your letter:of January 18 received in this office. Sunday, the 17th I left for 
Phoenix, returning on the 27th. Both Mr. Shay and Mr. Cox (attorneys for the 
appellant and the “‘intervener’’) would like to have a copy of the transcripts, but 
our court reporter is not ‘‘too hot,’’ and it seems like we are unable to speed him up 
WUC ee, tt : | 

As a portion of the rough draft of the testimony is taken up by stipulations 
on the part of the attorneys and yourself, I feel that you are in a better position 


73 The case here in question was a very long drawn-out one. The beginnings go back to early 1940. The | 
hearings by the examiner were conducted December 17, 1942, and February 10-15, 1948. The examiner’s deci- 
sion was rendered more than 7 months later, September 21, 1943, by the chief hearings officer. The hearing 
was on an appeal from a decision by the regional grazier, who had hastily and arbitrarily overruled the district 
advisory board and the district grazier. The case aroused many apparently well-founded charges of bias, 
favoritism, and reprehensible conduct on the part of the examiner who conducted the hearing. That examiner 
and that hearing were the ones referred to by the witness quoted on p. 75o0fthisreport. (See also p. 2602 of the 
transcript of hearings before this committee at Fredonia, Ariz., Aug. 30-31, 1943.) Both the principal “‘inter- 
vener’’ (Oct. 6, 1943) and the appellant (Feb. 17, 1944) filed appeals to the Secretary. These were finally _ 
forwarded to the Secretary by Acting Director Leech on March 15, 1944. There the appeals lay unacted on 
for nearly a year; and finally were dismissed January 31, 1945, after the ‘‘intervener’’ had disposed of his 
_ property involved in the contest and the remaining parties had entered into an amicable agreement. The 
dismissal occurred considerably more than 2 years after the original appeal was filed. 
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to make any corrections before making the final copies of the transcript. ‘Trusting 
this is okey with, and hoping to see you in the very near future, I am, 


EK. C. BLANKENAGEL, District Grazter. 


A second instance of incomplete transcription of the evidence 
presented in a hearing on appeals, the William Dicting case (A. 
23763) will be discussed later in this report. 

Another example of incomplete reporting of testimony in a hearing 
on appeal appears in the A. J. Turner case. The attorney for the 
appellant, on June 22, 1945, in a letter to the examiner who conducted 
the hearing in question, said: “ 


At the conclusion of the hearing held in Moab, Utah, June 9,1945, * * * I 
was uncertain as to whether we desired a full and complete transcript or such 
part thereof as we might specifically order. 

Soon after arriving at my office, I wired to the Court Reporter for a full and 
complete transcript of the record. ‘This morning I received what purports to be 
a transcript of the record. * * #* 

The reason I ordered the full transcript was because I felt that what would 
happen is exactly what did happen—that the transcript would in no sense show the 
points raised by me in the interest of A. J. Turner. 

Now upon examination of the transcript, which I suppose will be the record 
on the appeal that might be made from the decision, which, of course, is bound 
to be as Mr. Hilton may dictate, I find it entirely devoid of the legal argument 
which I made in behalf of Mr. Turner, but, nevertheless, setting forth in full every 
spoken word of Atterney Hilton. This is in no sense fair in the fact that Hilton’s 
argument was not legally sound, nor legally honest, and was wholly factually 
incorrect. 

Had my statement in behalf of Mr. Turner been set out in full, I would then 
have a record upon which an appeal would be founded. As it is now, it presents 
the highest bureaucratic disavowal of common justice I have ever read, and I 
very respectfully, Mr. Examiner, request and demand of you that you have your 
reporter certify to me a full and complete transcript of the record so made at the 
aforesaid hearing. Nothing short of this can be honest, decent or fair to all the 
parties;.4) *=.* i 

I-will appreciate your explanation of these matters, with an order to your 
stenographer for a complete transcript of the record. 

Please let this letter become a part of the record. [Emphasis supplied.] 


The examiner, on June 27, 1945, forwarded a copy of the above 
letter to the court reporter,” and, in the following revealing language, 
said [emphasis supplied]: 

If Mr. Patterson requests a supplemental transcript of his argument, I presume 
you would comply and number the supplements with reference to certain pages of 


the transcript made. Should you furnish Mr. Patterson with the supplemental 
transcript of his argument, it will be appreciated af you will send me a copy with your 


a 


UW. 


On the same date, the chief hearings officer informed the attorney 
for the appellant that the request for the “transcript of your argu- 
ment” should be addressed to the court reporter. 

The attorney for the appellant wrote to the court reporter, on July 5, 
1945, acknowledging receipt of ‘your partial transcript,” and said, 
in part: 

* * * T enclose the letter herewith as your authorization. 

The thing we complain about is that you took down the argument of the 
Grazing Service attorney in full, and eliminated practically every statement that 


’ I made into the record, which, of course, is very important to us in the fact that~ 
my statements, I hope, constitute an answer to the Grazing Service attorney. 
kK OK 


™ Letter of June 22, 1945 to Mr. Perry T. Williams, examiner, U. S. Department of the Interior, Federal 
Building, Salt Lake City, by Knox Patterson, lawyer, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
7 William E. Rice, official court reporter, sixth judicial district, Richfield, Utah. 
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The reporter_replied to the attorney for the appellant, on July 14, 
1945, saying: “I have now completed making this further transcript,” 
with the statement that it would be furnished upon receipt of the 
charges involved. The ‘further transcript’? was subsequently paid 
for and received by the attorney. — 

The attorney informed the investigator for this committee, on 
October 11, 1946, in positive and emphatic terms that his testimony 
at the hearing never has been transcribed for the record in anything 
like completeness. The case was later tried to the State court. 

The next case is one in which a full 5-day hearing was held. At this 
hearing, one examiner was present through the first 3 days only, then 
another examiner was present and presided during the remaining days 
only. The reporter’s notes of the testimony have never been tran- 
scribed. Nevertheless, the two examiners rendered a decision on the 
case, without the benefit of a transcribed record. Both the appellant 
and the ‘“‘intervener’’ filed notices of intention to appeal to the Secre- 
tary of the Interior and requested copies of the transcript. 

Since some additional actions in the case seem worthy of note, a 
few of these will be briefly reviewed. 

The Utah Construction Co., on February 4, 1941, filed an applica- 
tion to renew its license for grazing privileges upon the Federal range 
in Utah grazing district No. 1. On March 6, 1941, the applicant was 
notified that the regional grazier had rejected the application ‘‘in its 
entirety,’ on the recommendation of the district advisory board and 
the district grazier. The applicant appealed from that decision on 
April 15, 1941, and the hearing was held at Brigham City, Utah, on 
dune 10 to 14, 1941. The examiners’ decision of August 27, 1941, 
reversed the decision of the regional grazier, and on September 2, 
1941, the attorney for the appellant filed notice of its intention to 
appeal to the Secretary of the Interior from the decision of the exami- 
ner, and requested a copy of the transcript of testimony, A similar 
(undated) notice of appeal was filed at about the same time by the 
attorney for the principal intervener, the Southern Pacific Land Co. 
On October 29, 1941, the case was settled by an agreement signed by 
the acting regional grazier and representatives of the appellant and 
the two interveners. The agreement was the direct product of a 
group of Grazing Service officials, principally the Chief Hearings 
Officer, J. H. Leech. 

On August 18, 1941, 9 days before the date of the decision by the 
examiner, J. H. Leech, chief hearings officer, in a memorandum for 
‘Mr. Terrett and Mr. Seely, said: . 

“There is attached a copy of the proposed decision in the Utah 
Construction Co. case. } | 

“T wish you would read the decision and give me your comments.” 

This suggests the query: Was the decision of the examiner that of an 
independent and unbiased agent, or that of the administrators whose 
acts were the cause of the appeal and the hearing? The Mr. Seely, 
whose comments were called for, was the same regional grazier from , 
whose decision the appeal was made. 

The district grazier for the area in which the lands in controversy 
were situated, and who was present during the entire hearing as the 
agent of the Grazing Service to introduce facts of record, had this to 
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say regarding the manner in which the decision in the case was 
derived: ” | 

As to the decision I should like to call your attention to the fact that the hearing 
in this case lasted 5-days. Mr. Leech alone, and without the presence of Mr. 
Williams, acted as examiner for the first 3 days. Mr. Williams acted alone, and 
without the presence of Mr. Leech, for the last 2 days. Neither examiner heard 
all the testimony on either side. The testimony has not yet been transcribed nor 
reviewed by either examiner. Yet findings of fact in a case which would involve 
at least 500 typewritten pages of testimony if it were transcribed was made, and a 
decision was written upon those findings.” 


Another paragraph in the above memorandum is as follows: 


During this field meeting (to work out the subsequent agreement) Utah Con- 
struction Co. representatives protested to Mr. Molohon that they would like to 
have the examiner’s decision rewritten, as it was in certain particulars unsatis- 
factory to them, and that it was possible that they would‘ appeal the matter to 
the Secretary. Thereafter the examiners through a supplemental decision ordered 
that a paragraph be deleted from the decision. This seemed to meet the objec- 
tions of Utah Construction Co., and.they withdrew intentions to appeal. 


The then district grazier for the area in controversy in this case 
(the writer quoted above) has informed the investigator for this 
committee that at the hearing here described he was ordered by 
Chief Hearings Officer Leech to testify for the Utah Construction Co., 
and that he was questioned by the attorneys for the company to that 
end. In this case he was required to testify in behalf of the Utah 
Construction Co., as a Government employee, in an appeal from a 
decision which he had recommended. But in 1946, when on leave 
without pay and temporarily employed by the same company, 
official charges were lodged against him by the same Grazing Service 
officials because he had testified for that company, as to facts only, at 
a district advisory board hearing at Elko, Nev. At this latter hearing 
he also testified, with the permission of the company, as to facts, in 
the interest of a group of small livestock operators, whose interests 
were opposed to those of the company. 

The various actions in this case appear to be hopelessly contra- 
dictory, but they all fit into the pattern and policies followed by the 
chief actors in the administration of the former Grazing Service. 

This case illustrates again the extent to which the Grazing Service 
officials would go to avoid permitting cases to go to the Secretary on 
appeals.. There are additional features in this case, omitted here for 
brevity, which would further suggest that the record of the hearings 
was not transcribed, even when the appellant requested a copy thereol, 
nor was it allowed to go on appeal to the Secretary, because the whole 
record would not bear up under review. 


INTERFERENCE WITH HEARINGS EXAMINER DECISIONS 


The detailed provisions of the Federal Range Code with respect 
to hearings and appeais specify that the hearings— 


will be held by one of such representatives of the Grazing Service as may have _ 
been designated by the Secretary of the Interior to conduct hearings. Such 
representative, however, shall be one other than the administrative officer from 
whose decision the appealis taken * * * such representative * * * shall 
be known and designated as an examiner.” 


76 Memorandum for the Regional Grazier, Salt Lake City, Utah, September 22, 1944 (M—Licenses— 
Promontary #1—Utah Construction Co.). | 

77 The testimony had not been transcribed up to November 1946. 

78 Federal Range Code, sec. 9 (e). 
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The examiner is vested with general authority to conduct the hearing in an 
orderly and judicialmanner * * * and to make findings of fact and a decision.” 

As promptly as possible following the conclusion of the hearing the examiner 
will make findings of fact and render a decision, * * -* Provided, however, 
that the examiner may, before promulgating a decision, submit it to the Secretary 
of the Interior for consideration. Upon approval by the Secretary, it shall con- 
stitute the decision of the Department. * * * 8 

It is quite clear from the language in the Code that it was the inten- 
tion that the examiner be as impartial as it is possible for an employee 
of the same agency to be; and that the finding. and the decisions must 
be his alone, without interference or influence from any administrative 
officer. But it is evident both from the record and from the type of 
administration that prevailed, that, in some cases at least, this ele- 
mentary requirement was by no means observed. 

This committee has learned from a former employee who served 
for a time as hearings examiner that it was a frequent if not usual 
requirement that the drafts of proposed findings and decisions be 
submitted to and approved by the chiefs of the several branches of the 
Grazing Service before they were permitted to be promulgated. This 
former examiner declared that he was informed by the then Acting 
Director of Grazing and chief hearings officer that unless he would 
write his findings and decisions as he was instructed to do, he would 

not continue as an examiner. He said further: 

I told them that they could not write my decisions. I would not approve of 
anyone else, someone who probably didn’t even hear the testimony or see a tran- 
script of it, writing a decision. In one case, I wrote the decision and was called 
on again and again by Joe (Leech) to change my decision. They even sent 
Perry (Williams) out to my house, where he could talk to me in the home atmos- 
phere, to ask me to change it. There was no justice in appeals in any sense of 
the word. And the stockmen went to a lot of expense in hiring lawyers just for 
a hearing that was handled in advance. * * * An examiner who stayed as 
an examiner had to be willing to let the decisions be written by the branch chiefs.® 


_ An illustration in corroboration of the situation just described is | 
found in the case file of John F. Findley et al. (A. 24079). This case 
was heard May 9-10, 1944, at St. George, Utah, on an appeal from 
the action of the advisory board and the district grazier. The 
examiner’s decision, Decision of the District Grazier Affirmed, was 
issued November 13, 1944. The file contains two earlier drafts of 
the findings and decision, dated August 18 and September 29, 1944. 

On the August 18, 1944, draft the entire first page is crossed out in 
red, but there is no notation as to why or by whom this was done. 
The second draft is extensively crossed out, including numerous 
phrases, sentences, paragraphs, and some entire pages. There are 12 
separate typed notations stapled to the various pages. Another 
unsigned note attached supplied two new sentences, with this direction: 
“Insert in lieu of first and second sentences.’’ Additional notes appear 
as follows: 

This decision is O. K. so far as I am concerned. P. W. 10/4 W/AH-10/5 


Rewrite decision as indicated, without further reference to notations on draft 
submitted—on request of Mr. Leech. 10/25 (Sgd) P. W.® 


7 Thid., sec. 9 (f). 

80 Tbid., sec. 9 (i). 

81 From a transcribed interview. 

82 Perry Williams, another hearings examiner. 
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In the file there is also a memorandum for the Chief of Range 
Management, dated September 26, 1944, signed by Hugh M. Bryan, 
range examiner, which reads, in part: 

I have read the decision of the examiner * * * and have reviewed enough 
of the testimony to prepare me to make the statements which follow. I was on 
the area a number of years ago and so have some idea of the problem involved. 

I am in agreement with the ultimate decision of the examiner, but I am not in 
agreement with his approach to the subject, or with very few paragraphs of his 
arsument; 3 *~ * 


DECISIONS OF SECRETARY INFLUENCED BY GRAZING SERVICE 


The following correspondence and memoranda from the hearings 
files of the Grazing Service indicate rather. clearly that it has. been 
the practice in the Department of the Interior to consult freely with 
the administrative officers of the Grazing Service regarding cases 
appealed to the Secretary. It is further clear from these documents 
- that the advice and counsel of the Grazing Service officers have carried 
creat weight in the decisions prepared in the Office of the Solicitor 
for the signature of the Secretary or the Assistant Secretary. 

The Assistant Solicitor, in his memorandum of April 7, 1944, to 
the Assistant Director of Grazing, made reference to the drafts of 
two pending decisions “referred to you on March 29.” Both of 
these cases, the Fine Sheep Co. (A.23680) and the William Dicting 
(A.23763), were considered by the Grazing Service to be important 
ones. The Assistant Secretary, in his letter of April 12, 1944 to the 
attorney for William Dicting, says that— 

The underlying principle invoked is of such importance that I am asking to 
have a complete review made of the pertinent facts and the accompanying testi- 
mony. 

The Acting Director of Grazing, J. H. Leech, in his memorandum 
for the files of May 6, 1944, reported a conference between himself, 
Assistant Director of Grazing Ryan, and the assistant to the Assistant 
Secretary. It is stated that the conference was held to determine 
the actions to be taken on four Grazing Service cases on which the 
Secretary’s decisions were pending. Two of these cases were those 
just referred to. For the William Dicting case, in the file of which 
these documents were obtained, the two concluding paragraphs were 
redrafted by Acting Director Leech, in the form in which the Grazing 
Service wanted them. These two paragraphs contained the decision 
in the case, which, of course, was completely favorable to the Grazing 
Service actions and findings. 

Two days later, May 8, 1944, Acting Director of Grazing Leech 
transmitted to the assistant to the Assistant Secretary the new 
language containing the decision in the case and the instructions to 
the Grazing Service for putting it into effect. When the final decision 
was promulgated 3 days later, May 11, 1944, by the signature of the 
Assistant Secretary, it contained the exact concluding language 
written in the conference and submitted by the Acting Director of 
Grazing, with this added sentence: ‘‘The decision complained of is 
therefore affirmed and the appeal is dismissed.’ ® 


83 or the text of the decision, see printed transcript of hearings before this committee at Ely, Nev., May 
23-25, 1945; pt. 15, pp. 5051-5053. 
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A.23763. ‘ 
A.23680 

. Wasuineton, D. C., April 7, 1944. 
Memorandum for Mr. Ryan, Grazing Service. 


I am attaching a self-explanatory, and apparently somewhat justifiably critical 
inquiry, dated March 31, from Mr. James A. Nutting, of Susanville, California, 
concerning the status of Mr. William A. Dicting’s Grazing appeal. 

This appeal (A.23763) was received in the Solicitor’s Office December 20, 1948, 
and a draft of decision was submitted to the Assistant Secretary January 11, 
1944, According to the records of the Docket Section, the draft of this case, to-- 
gether with that in the Fine Sheep Company case (A.23680), ’ submitted by the 
Solicitor’s Office December 18, 1948, was referred to you March 29. 

I therefore should suppose that the privilege of drafting departmental reply 
to the attachment would be a corollary of these references. 


(Sgd) Lenanp O. Granam, 
Assistant Solicitor, Conservation Division. 


WasHineton, May 6, 1944. 
Memorandum for the Files. 

The cases of B. W. McMahon, Wm. Dicting, Wm. Kyne, and Fine Sheep 
SD EDY, were the subject of conferences among Mr. Ryan, Mr. Doty, and Mr. 

eech. 

It was determined that the Fine Sheep Company case should go forward for 
signature. 

In the case of Wm. Dicting and B. W. McMahon, it was suggested that these 
cases be remanded for further administrative adjudication and the taking of 
additional testimony. 

In the Kyne case, it is suggested that a short decision be written dismissing 
this case as moot. 

If it should be determined that the Dicting case is to not be remanded, but is 
to be promulgated, it is suggested that the following language be inserted in lieu 
of the last paragraph: 

“Accordingly, it appears beyond question that the transfer of the license was 
properly allowable in all respects, and that it has resulted in no violation of the 
rights of the appellant. 

“The Grazing Service is directed to determine whether the appellant, Dicting, 
is entitled to free-use grazing privileges for any stock owned by him and kept for 
domestic purposes. Also, to provide for exchange of use of forage to the extent 
of carrying capacity in animal-unit months of feed that may be available on the 
lands owned by Dicting.”’ 

Seed Ft das 


Acting Director of Grazing. 
JHL- :ab 
ce. Salt Lake City 


A. 23763 
William Dicting 

May 8, 1944. 
Memorandum for Mr. Doty. 


This is my suggested change for the last paragraph on the William Dicting case. 

Accordingly, it appears beyond question that the transfer of the license was 
properly allowable in all respects, that it has resulted in no violation of the rights 
of the appellant. The Grazing Service is directed to determine whether the 
appellant, Dicting, is entitled to free-use grazing privileges for any stock owned by 
him and kept for domestic purposes. Also, to provide for exchange of use of forage 
to the extent of the carrying capacity in animal-unit months of feed that be avail- 
able on the lands owned by Dicting. 

(Sed) J. H. Legcn, 


Acting Director of Grazing. 
To Secretary 4-11-44 for signature x 
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Aprit 12, 1944. 
Mr. James A. NUTTING, 
P. O. Box 658, Susanville, California. 


My Dear Mr. Nortine. This is a reply to your letter of March 31 regarding 
the appeal from the decision of the examiner, Perry T. Williams, of the Grazing 
Service, which affirmed the decision of the district grazier relating to the case of 
William Dicting. . 

It is regretted that so much time has elapsed in arriving at a decision in this. 
particular case. However, the underlying principle involved is of such wmporiance 
that I am asking to have a complete review made of the pertinent facts and the accom- 
panying testimony. The decision will be expedited as much as possible, consistent 
with the review and study I wish to have made of this matter. 

Sincerely yours, ; 
/s/ Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Assistant Secretary. 


It is of moment to observe further that this important decision 
was made upon admittedly incomplete records and testimony. The, 


appellant’s attorney, in his opening brief on appeal (November 29, 
1943) said: : 


From a reading of the evidence and the decision of the examiner it appears 


that there is considerable confusion as to the facts and the issues. Apparently 
the records of the local grazing office as to these lands have been lost or destroyed— 
and, further, with reference to the district grazier’s lack of knowledge 
of facts about which he was being questioned at the hearing: 


How could he know when so many records had been lost? 


With respect to the record of the hearing before the examiner, the 
attorney continued: 

Again the testimony does not show that the stenographer was sworn. We 
make no point of this but do feel that the transcript does not fully show all the 
things that happened at the hearing and does not contain all the questions and 
answers. * * * Naturally, the appellant believes that records and testimony 
favorable to him have been destroyed or not written. 

This appellant discussed his case in a public hearing before this 
committee at Ely, Nev.,** and, with respect to the transcript of his 
hearing before the examiner, said: 


These officials were most emphatic of recording only such evidence agreeable 
to them, but eliminated ail disagreeable or distasteful evidence. 


It does not appear that the Department of the Interior attempted 
to deny the incompleteness of the files and recorded testimony. These 
deficiencies were brushed aside as not material. But it is difficult 
to understand how the Assistant Secretary, or his draftsman, could 
know whether evidence of which they had no knowledge was material. 
No doubt they were assured on this point by Assistant Director Leech. 

The attorney for the appellant, in his motion for rehearing before 
Secretary of the Interior (June 15, 1944), said: 

In the first place the local grazing board and the grazing service had lost many 
records of their dealings with this homesteader. Now they say this is not 
material. * * * As the transfer (of grazing privileges) had not been made 
at the time of the hearing in Susanville and as the case is still on appeal and the 
above decision is suspended by supercedence, it would appear that the most of 
the decision (of the Assistant Secretary) of May 11, 1944, is incorrect and not 


true. And it would appear that the dealings with this homesteader by the local 
grazing board are very material. : 


The motion for a rehearing was denied. 


84 Hearings at Ely, Nev., May 23-25, 1945; pt. 15, pp. 5044-5057. 
 &Tbid., p. 5045. 
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We have here a highly important case, as viewed by the Grazing 
Service, appealed from the decisions of the district grazier and the 
hearings officer to the Secretary of the Interior. The Acting Director 
of Grazing, who was also the chief hearings officer, was actively in 
charge of all of the administrative officers from the district grazier 
to the office of the Director, including tht hearings examiner, and he 
closely directed their administrative acts and decisions. In a very 
real sense it can be said that in this case, as in most others, he was 
the judge of his own acts from the time the case was appealed from 
the decision of the district grazier until it reached the office of the 
Secretary; and even there he wrote the crucial language and gave 
the direction to the decision by the Secretary. There was not a 
break im the vicious circle. 


LAND AGREEMENTS WitrH SovuTHERN Paciric Lanp Co. 


Each year from 1936 to the present time, the Grazing Service has 
entered into cooperative agreements with the Southern Pacific Land 
Co.,® whereby the Grazing Service would administer certain of the 
railroad checkerboard lands in the States of Utah and Nevada jointly 
with the grazing district public lands. ‘There were and are separate 
agreements with respect to each of these States, and each year for 10 
years, the agreements have been renewed without change, with the 
exception of some changes introduced in the agreements in 1941. 

The lands involved are the major portions of the remaining railroad 
lands within Utah Grazing District No. 1, in the northwest part of 
the State of Utah, and those in Nevada Grazing Districts Nos. 1, 2, 
and 3, across the northern part of that State. ete 

These are the remnants, the unsold, and therefore the poorer lands, 
remaining from the land grants by the Federal Government at the time 
the Southern Pacific Railroad was built. The original grants com- 
prised the alternate sections of land in a belt extending 20 miles from 
each side of the right-of-way. 

There are some differences in the agreements covering lands in 
each of the two States. The terms of the agreement for the lands in 
Utah are the more restrictive, and what is said here is with reference 
to that agreement rather than the one in effect for the lands in Nevada. 

The agreement for the Utah lands has been renewed year after year, 
_ without change, in the face of the combined opposition of the grazing 
district users concerned, the district graziers, and the regional graziers. 
Apparently the renewals have been due primarily to the insistence on 
the part of J. H. Leech, both-as Chief of Lands and as the Acting 
Director of Grazing. The only discernible reason for this insistence, 
at least during the past 5 or 6 years, lies in the old familiar policy of 
acquiring and maintaining the largest possible acreage to administer. 


TERMS AND -OPERATION OF THE AGREEMENT FOR UTAH 


The more important terms of the agreement are these: 

The Grazing Service has administrative control and issues grazing 
licenses or permits covering those railroad company lands (1) not 
under lease from the Southern Pacific Land Co., (2) not fenced or not 
excepted from the terms of the agreement by stipulation, and (3) 
those situated within the boundaries of stock driveways. 


% This is a subsidiary of, or is owned by, the Southern Pacific Ry. Co. 
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The Grazing Service is required to issue licenses or permits without 
fee, and exchanges of use, to the Land Co. lessees in the amounts of 
the carrying capacities of these leased lands. : 

The agreement provides for the determination each year of the 
percentages that the acreage of the unleased railroad lands within 
each grazing unit bears to the total area of the unit. Then, each 
licensee or permittee (whether he actually makes use of any railroad 
land or not) must pay the Land Co. each year for that percentage of 
the total animal-unit months provided in his license or permit, at the 
rate of 10 cents per animal-unit month. | 

The Grazing Service, at the times of issuing licenses or permits, must 
furnish the land company with a list of the amounts due it from each 
licensee or permittee, as determined by the above formula; and must 
also notify each licensee or permittee as to the amount he is required 
to pay to the land company. Such notices to each licensee or per- 
mittee must inform him that the amount indicated therein must be 
mailed to the land company 10 days prior to the effective date of the 
license or permit, and that if he fails to make that payment on time 
his license or permit will be canceled. 

Upon receiving written notice from the land company that such cost has not 
been paid, the Grazing Service will forthwith cancel such license or permit.*’ 

The land company shall have the right to sell or lease any of its lands subject 
to this agreement, * * * upon 10 days’ written notice to the Director of 


Grazing, and any licenses or permits based upon or for the use of such lands there- 
upon shall be terminated by the Grazing Service. 


The terms and operation of the “cooperative agreement” are most. 
advantageous to the Southern Pacific Land Co. The Grazing Service 
thereby becomes an agency to compel, automatically, the prompt and 
full payment of all grazing fees, at double the rate per animal-unit 
month charged for grazing on the public lands. And most of these 
collections come from lands from which the land company has not 
before received any revenue. A large proportion of the lands affected 
by the agreement are those lands which the land company had not. 
previously been able to put under lease. The land company is also 
relieved of any costs for the prevention or suppression of fires, and 
otherwise protecting its own land. Those services are provided 
by the Grazing Service. 

For some reason unknown to this committee, and not explained by 
anything in the voluminous Grazing Service files covering these land 
agreements, the “collection agency” features do not appear in the 
Nevada agreement. 

On the other hand, the land company gives up nothing. It retains 
the utmost freedom to dispose of any of its lands by sale or lease, upon. 
but 10 days’ notice. In fact, the whole scheme operates to stimulate 
greatly such dispositions of the lands. Many livestock men have been 
compelled to purchase the railroad lands, in self-protection; and some 
have been forced out of business by the operation of this agreement, 
according to the statements of the district and regional officials of 
the Grazing Service. 

The agreement provides no stability at-all for the livestock opera- 
tions of the area affected. On the contrary, it has the reverse effect. 

87 All quotations are from the cooperative agreement for the lands in Utah. See exhibit E (1) for text of 
the agreement. The record shows that the agreements were drafted by the land company, in language to- 
which the Solicitor’s Office, Department of the Interior, repeatedly objected as being ‘‘vague,”’ “‘indefinite,’” 


oye “redundant.’’? Nevertheless, each year Mr. Leech insisted that the agreements be signed without 
change. 
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The agreements are for but 1 year at a time, and the 10-day clause is _ 
still more upsetting. Many stockmen in both States have paid their 
annual fees to the Grazing Service in advance, only to find that before 
their grazing seasons opened their licenses or permits had been can- 
celed by the operation of the 10-day clause. It is small wonder that 
the stockmen appear to have been, in Utah at least, nearly unani- 
mously opposed to the agreement from its inception and to each 
renewal. 

The various features and consequences of this land agreement in 
the State of Utah are clearly and forcefully set forth in the following 
memoranda from the regional grazier to the Director of Grazing, in 
which it-is urged that the agreement not be renewed [emphasis 
supplied]: 


L 

Cooperation 238 FrpeRAL BUILDING, 
Southern Pacific Land Co. Saut Lake City 1, Uran, 
Promontory #1 April 27, 1946. 


Memorandum for the Director, 
Salt Lake City, Utah: 


An agreement is in existence between the Southern Pacific Land Company and 
the Grazing Service involving railroad lands in Utah Grazing District No. 1. 
Thissagreement unless renewed will expire on October 30, 1945. It has been my 
opinion that we should not have entered into this contract. J am unalterably of 
the opinion that no extension nor renewal of this agreement should be entered into and 
respectfully bring the case to your attention now in order that our position may be 
taken far énough in advance of the expiration date of the current contract. One 
of the primary reasons for extending the agreement last year appears to have been 
beeause no notice was given of intention not to renew; the case not having received 
attention until after the expiration date of the former renewal. 

From the tume this agreement was first proposed the advisory board and the livestock 
operators concerned vigorously opposed tt, as did the district grazier. It appears to 
me that those opposing views were not without merit. For the position of the 
advisory board see a copy of its minutes dated October 30, 1942, under 
M-Apvisory Boarps, Meetings, Minutes. 

Under this agreement qualified users of the Federal range are denied licenses or 
permits unless they pay to the Land Company a rental upon its lands, which may 
be located in the unit in which the Federal range used is located. Operators have 
thus been required to make payments to the Land Company although their 
livestock never grazed within miles of railroad lands. Under this agreement 
operators may not receive license for the full use of Federal range even though 
they are willing to make the required payment to the Land Company. This 
is by reason of the fact that no license or permit will be extended for any percentage 
of Federal range above the percentage it bears to the total acreage of range within 
the unit. This is true even though the Federal range will alone fully carry all of 
the livestock licensed within an area. 

Having been required to pursue this policy with the stockmen it 1s belveved that we 
have in a substantial measure caused several operators to quit the livestock business. 
Through the imposition of this policy wpon the stockmen many of them have been 
required to make very sizable investments in lands which they would otherwise not 
have had to make. Most of these investments, of course, are upon credit, with 
consequent dangers. 

In many cases the Federal range in an area will fully carry all of the livestock 
which established priority within that area. If an operator had grazed 100 head 
of cattle in such an area made up of 50 percent railroad lands and 10 percent 
State lands, he may only receive a license or permit now for 40 head of cattle 
upon the Federal range. In such areas the stockman has proposed that he be 
given a license and/or permit for the entire 100 head of cattle since it is clear 
that the Federal range will adequately feed them. It has been his position that 
he was entitled to be heard in a State or other court as to whether he was by 
erazing in an area containing intermingled railroad lands making an unlawful 
use of them. His position is that we have intervened and usurped the authority 
of courts to make determination of such matters and have denied to him as a citizen 
of the State the privilege of having this question settled in the established way. 
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At the Senate Investigating Committee hearings held here in Salt Lake City an 
advisory board member criticized the Grazing Service viciously for tts position in 
this regard and referred to it as the ‘“‘collecting agency” for a railroad land company 
in forcing payment to the company of a rental for a product which did not have and 
had not had since Statehood any market value. It ts true that the greater part of 
the lands covered by the agreement have never been leased. 

It is my position that we should issue privilegesf or the full carrying capacity 
of Federal range in Utah Grazing District No. 1 without regard to the amount 
of railroad lands intermingled therewith. It is also my position that we should 
not issue privileges in areas in which railroad lands are located for more than the 
carrying capacity of the Federal range therein. It seems to me to be a right 
possessed by applicants and our responsibility to extend privileges for the full 
carrying capacity of Federal range. It is not believed that we may properly 
deny to a qualified user of range a privilege for its use because he refuses to make 
a payment to the Land Company or to any other owner of range intermingled. | 
with the Federal range. We have, however, consistently made such denials 
during the time this agreement has been in effect. 

It is further my position that no benefits whatever flow to either the Grazing Service 
or the qualified range users by reason of the existence of this agreement. We under- 
take the management of railroad lands, collect or require the collection of rental for it, 
and receive nothing in return. We already have complete control of the Federal 
range without the control of the railroad lands as is provided in the contract, and 
I am unable to see what advantage in any way is acquired. ‘ 

There is no stability to the livestock operator under an agreement which may be 
canceled within 10 days notice upon any of the lands covered. Approximately 
100,000 acres of the land, or about one-third of them, have been sold during this current _ 
term of the lease. Operators in these areas find themselves upon 10 days’ notice 
required to move out of the area involved, with that percentage of their livestock 
fixed by the agreement as the percentage of railroad lands sold. In some cases 
all of the railroad lands in an entire unit have been sold. There is no stability 
under these conditions. For conservation purposes we have such complete 
control of the area that our position in this regard is not bettered. 

Your attention is also called to the fact that by the-lease we extend to lessees of the 
railroad lands a privilege which we will deny to others under identical circumstances. 
It is often that we deny the issuance of an exchange of use privilege, but according 
+o the lease we must extend to lessees of railroad lands an exchange of use privilege. 
The Examiner recently based his decision in the Charles E. Kunzler case upon 
the fact that the Grazing Service is currently bound by an agreement with the 
Southern Pacific Land Company to extend exchange of use privileges to any and 
all of its lessees. He, therefore, held that an exchange of use privilege must be 
extended to the appellant in the above-cited case. 

It is recommended that we notify the Southern Pacific Land Company at as 
early a date as practicable that the agreement of November 1, 1941, will not be 
renewed. It is recommended that we enter into no further agreements substantially 
similar to the one now in existence. 

(Sgd) Chas. F. Moore, 


Cuas. F. Moore, 
Regional Grazter. ° 


L 

Cooperation 

Southern Pacific Land Co. 
Promontory No. 1 
Saut Lake City 1, Uran, May 9, 1945. 
Memorandum for the Director, - : 
Salt Lake City, Utah: 


Reference is made to Mr. Leech’s letter of May 5, 1945: 

It appears to be the continued opinion of Mr. Leech that the cooperative agreement 
with the Southern Pacific Land Company involving lands in the Promontory » 
Grazing District has been valuable and is still of some value, and that it should be 
renewed. It was the announced policy from the beginning of considerations regard- 
ing the original execution of this agreement that the land company desired to sell 
all of its lands, a great part of which has never been leased since patent was issued. 
Since this agreement was entered into, against the objections of our field personnel, 
many thousands of acres of the railroad lands have been sold. Any remaining 
unsold railroad land in the district will, no doubt, remain without bidders even 
under the operation of the agreement. . It would seem, therefore, that the objectives 
an this regard have been very unusually successful. 
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While the agreement thus seems to have been of inestimable value to the land 
company, no compensating merits thereunder inured to the Government. J am 
unable to find. any advantage whatever from the standpoint of administration of the 
Federal range, or assistance to the livestock operator, by the original execution of the 
agreement or in any renewal of that arrangement. It must be apparent the work 
and responsibility which results in the Grazing Service being required to force rental 
payment upon railroad lands until they are purchased, so long as the agreement 
continues. 

I will appreciate it if Mr. Leech will set forth for me why, in his opinion, this 
agreement should be renewed. 

* a (Sgd) Chas. F. Moore 
Cuas. F. Moores, 
Regional Grazier. 


The above regional grazier had addressed a memorandum, similar 
to the above, to the Director of Grazing, on September 25, 1944. 
These memoranda were intended to reach the Acting Director, J. H. 
Leech, who was the chief proponent of these agreements and their 
renewals. These memoranda were supported by a number of even 
more detailed and positive memoranda by the district grazier to the 
above regional grazier, dated at intervals from 1942 to 1945. The 
submission of these memoranda required courage and forthrightness, 
in view of the character of the officials they reached. It is not mere 
coincidence that these district and regional graziers are not now in the 
employ of the present Bureau of Land Management. 

Subsequent to the above-quoted memoranda, on August 24, 1945, 
the acting regional grazier, Harold J. Burback, also opposed the 
renewal of the agreement. In a memorandum for the Director, he 
said in part: Sk Geoe ed! 

Public reactions to the terms of the agreement have been decidedly adverse. 
The amount of additional work in calculating split fees, the instability of livestock 
operations based on lands subject to 10 days cancellation and leased only on an 
annual basis, far outweigh any advantage accruing to the Grazing Service through 
the renewal of the lease based on the drastically reduced acreage that can now be 
offered by the railroad. * * #* 

In the light of the foregoing, there seems to be no advantage in continuing the 
present lease arrangements, and it is, therefore, recommended that the existing lease 
be not renewed. 

Nevertheless, the agreement was renewed, without change, in 1945, 
and again in 1946, principally because of the insistence of Acting 
Director of Grazing Leech, who, from 1941 to 1946, personally con- 
ducted substantially all of the direct negotiations with the land 
company. | . 

On June 1, 1946, the regional grazier for Nevada-California infor ned 
the Director of Grazing that— 

The existing agreement appears to have very little merit in Nevada, the way it is 
written at the present time.%8 


MOTIVE FOR THE AGREEMENTS 


Insofar as can be gleaned from an examination of the voluminous 
case files, the evident motive for the initiation and renewals of these 
land agreements appears to lie in, (1) the desire of the Southern 
Pacific Land Co. to sell its remaining lands to the Federal Govern- 
ment, and (2) the desire of Grazing Service officials to acquire the 
additional acreage to administer. The active existence and persist- 


88 Memorandum for the Director, June 1, 1946, by Nic W. Monte, regional grazier ¢(L—Cooperation— 
Railroad—Southern Pacific Co., vol. 3). 
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ence of these desires is evidenced in the correspondence from the 
Grazing Service files shown in exhibit E of this report. — ; 


In a letter of October 31, 1939, to the Director of Grazing, the then 
Chief of Lands, Archie D. Ryan, reported “a very satisfactory meeting 
with the land officials of the Southern Pacific Railroad Co.,” in which 
the writer said: : 


They would also like to consider a contract of sale to the Grazing Service of all 
of their grazing lands in the three States. 


The lands involved, it was stated— 


would be approximately 1,790,000 acres in Utah, 183,000 acres in California, and 
3,893,000 acres in Nevada. 


The letters stated further that— 


I explained to them that to do this it would require legislation that would allow 
the Secretary to enter into such a sales contract. They advised me that they 
would give every assistance possible to the Secretary’s office and the Grazing 
Service in having this sort of legislation enacted.” a Sees 

Two years later, November 12, 1941, Mr. Ryan, then liaison officer 
for the Grazing Service, in Washington, D. C., in a memorandum for 
the Director of Grazing, again referred to the suggested purchase of 
these railroad lands and the requisite legislation, and asked that he 
be furnished with the data or reports necessary in bringing the matter 
before the Department of the Interior.” 

The Director of Grazing, in a letter of November 22, 1941, initialed 
by J. H. Leech, replied to the above memorandum, supplied some of 
the information requested, and said that the purchase of the lands 
had been mentioned recently to the land commissioner of the railroad 
company. The memorandum authorized Mr. Ryan to proceed with 
negotiations; and stated that, “the subject of purchase of Southern 
Pacific Land Oc. land first originated in.1936.” * 

On March 24, 1942, J. H. Leech, as Acting Chief of Lands, in a 
memorandum declared that— ; 

The agreement is one of the steps in working out a land policy with the Southern 
Pacific which will lead to perhaps a transfer of title * * *.” 

A year and a half later, November 3, 1943, in a memorandum for 
Mr. Ryan, J. H. Leech, as Chief of Lands, referred to a recent letter 
to the Assistant Secretary— 3 : 
inquiring for an expression of policy as to whether the Department would ascer- 


tain if one of the Reconstruction Finance Corporations would care to purchase 
the Southern Pacific Co. lands in Utah and Nevada for use by the Grazing Service. — 


The memorandum furnished data and estimates for Mr. Ryan to “use 
before the Land Policy Board.’ The estimates included a proposed 
purchase of 620,584 acres of land in Utah Grazing District No. 1 for 
$1,131,460.50.. The writer added: 


If a purchase of the lands were made through a Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion loan or cooperation, I believe the charge for (grazing) use would have to be 
in the neighborhood of 20 or 25 cents an animal-unit month. This charge would 
take care of the tax payments and retire the loan.” ies 


89 See exhigit E (2). 
90 See exhibit E (8). 
91 See exhibit E (4). 
92 See exhibit E (5). 
88 Exhibit E (6). 
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The memorandum stated further than the purchase of the 3,834,389 
acres of railroad lands in Nevada would require a grazing-fee charge 
higher than 25 cents for animal-unit month, unless “an adjustment 
downward in the taxes’”’ could be accomplished. 

These items of correspondence from the files, viewed in the light of © 
the land policy dominant in the Grazing Service, furnish an adequate 
key to the motive for the initiation and continued renewals of these 
“cooperative agreements,” year after year, including the present one, 
and the roughshod overriding of all opposition on the part of the range 
users, the district advisory boards, and the administrative officers 
below the Office of the Director. 

These actions are in character with that small handful of directing 
officials whose misrule brought the Grazing Service to a state of con- 
fusion, discredit, and incompetence very seldom encountered in a 
Federal Government peacetime agency, and resulted in the drastic | 
reductions in appropriations to it by the Seventy-ninth Congress: 
The individuals referred to are deficient in professional training and 
devoid of ethical principles. Their impact upon the Congress, the 
users of the public range, and the many competent and loyal employ- 
_ ees of the Grazing Service, has been equally unfortunate. It would 
be most regrettable if the new Secretary of the Interior, perhaps at 
the behest of one of his assistants, should retain or restore any of that 
small group to a position or positions in the administration of the 
public lands. 


APPENDIX | 


Exuisir A 


REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 3 or 1946—MessaGe From THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES; 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


The plan consolidates the General Land Office and the Grazing Service of the 
Department of the Interior into a Bureau of Land Management. 

The General Land Office and the Grazing Service now divide responsibility 
for the major portion of the multiple-use federally owned lands now held by the 
Department of the Interior. The lands under jurisdiction of the two agencies 
are comparable in character and in use. In some functions, the two agencies 
employ the same type of personnel and use the same techniques. Other functions 
are divided between the agencies so that both are engaged in management of 
various aspects of the same land. Consolidating these two agencies will permit 
the development of uniform policies and the integration of two organizations 
whose responsibilities now overlap. 

Integration of the activities of the two agencies will make possible greater 
utilization and thus more economic use of expert skills. The same practical 
experience embraced in range administration on public lands in grazing districts 
will be available for public lands outside the districts. 

Utilization of lands within grazing districts for nongrazing purposes will be 
subject to only one classification examination, rather than dual examination as 
is now necessary. Economy will be possible in the construction of ran ge improve- 
ments, wherever feasible, to serve lands both in and out of districts. Legal pro- 
cedures such as adjudication of issués relating to licenses and leases, hearings on 
appeal from administrative decisions, and the processing of trespass cases will 
benefit from unified administration and handling. 

In such activities as fire protection, soil and moisture conservation, management 
of public lands under agreement with other agencies (e. g., Bureau of Reclama- 
tion), range surveys, maintenance and improvement of stock driveways, and 
stabilization of range use on all public domain, the benefits of consolidation will 
become increasingly apparent. Further, records relating to grazing lands can 
be concentrated in fewer field offices and hence administered more effectively. 

While the establishment of a new Bureau of Land Management under a Director 
involves the abolition of the Commissioner and Assistant Commissioners of the 
General Land Office, the Director and Assistant Directors of Grazing, the registers 
of district land offices, and the United States supervisor of surveys, the statutory 
functions now discharged by these officers are in no way modified. This plan 
will place final responsibility for these functions in the Secretary of the Interior 
and make him responsible for their performance in coordination with the other 
land activities of his Department. Officers whose offices are specifically abolished, 
- but whose experience will make them valuable to the Department, should be 
available for appointment in the new Bureau. 

I -have found and declare that by reason of the reorganization made by the 
plan the responsibilities and duties of the Bureau of Land Management are of 
such nature as to require the inclusion in the plan of provisions for the appoint- 
meet and compensation of a Director, an Associate Director, and Assistant 

irectors. 


REORGANIZATION Puan No. 3 or 1946 


(Prepared by the President and transmitted to the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives in Congress assembled, May 16, 1946, pursuant to the provisions of 
Reorganization Act of 1945, approved December 20, 1945) 


Src. 403. Bureau of Land Management: 
(a) The functions of the General Land Office and of the Grazing Service in the 
‘Department of the Interior are hereby consolidated to form a new agency in the 
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Department of the Interior to be known as the Bureau of Land Management. 
The functions of the other agencies named in subsection (d) of this section are 
hereby transferred to the Secretary of the Interior. 

(b) There shall be at the head of such Bureau a Director of the Bureau of Land 
~ Management, who shall be appointed by the Secretary of the Interior under the 
classified civil service, who shall receive a salary at the rate of $10,000 per annum, 
and who shall perform such duties as the Secretary of the Interior shall designate. 

(c) There shall be in the Bureau of Land Management an Associate Director of 
the Bureau of Land Management and so many Assistant Directors of the Bureau 
of Land Management as may be necessary, who shall be appointed by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior under the classified civil service and subject to the Classifi- 
cation Act of 1923, as amended, and who shall perform such duties as the Secretary 
of the Interior shall prescribe. 

(d) The General Land Office, the Grazing Service, the offices of Commissioner 
of the General Land Office, Assistant Commissioner of the General Land Office, 
Director of the Grazing Service, all Assistant Directors of the Grazing Service, 
all Registers of the district land offices, and United States Supervisors of Surveys, 
together with the Field Surveying Service now known as the Cadastral Engineer- 
ing Service, are hereby abolished. _ 

(e) The Bureau of Land Management and its functions shall be administered 
subject to the direction and control of the Secretary of the Interior, and the func- 
_ tions transferred to the Secretary by subsection (a) of this section shall be per- 
formed by the Secretary or, subject to his direction and control, by such officers 
and agencies of the Department of the Interior as he may designate. 


Sources: ‘Congressional Record, May 16, 1946, pages 5253 and 5255; Federal Register, July 20, 1946, volume 
11, page 7876. ' 
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Permanent administrative employees paid from soil and moisture funds, Grazing Service, fiscal year 1946 


Name Title Last grade ° 
Office of the Director: 
IE ONCE Se WAS Bis aeat solr sa oo ae eh ey Chiiefenmneerns: 5 2) bases 8h See P&S-5__.--.-- 
Miverek OD ECHGON see ees lo eee ee Range examiner 7 e gas. ee P&S-5____--- 
Garber Maxwells-2ci202e2 22s en ON Supervising engineer-draftsman- ---.--- PES eor sss als 
Willtam'C, Anderson 2 2 ele ee ee Engineer draftsman___._2_......--.--- SiPHS32b es Ake 
Ro bere Brasher cies. Beeler Ee eo eta PP CG eee ee ir 2 i oe aa SP=barpaiie cS 
evap WN VinE Che] Ae etree 2 ee Sr SS Administrative assistant_._........_-- CAR = (seer es 
Wrilliariigtes J OWWSOnesc allt See Beat Ate ey aoe (6 (oy, Mee Deer WERE ats gyre g ek a Maem UL CASH SF eentine 
Warrievis Grosley sea ae 8 ao Sn ak ACCOUNT clerkuje ise ose eee eee CAR aeons. t 
Mareareh Peterson 2:2 cae es wae oe See GO eg Bee ee Nese eee CARF—4..oc2. 5 
WidhiGsteeiikstait ca) tics. eh hee Aare eee NE ule CORA ag PARTE SE nT Oe GiAN=35. 5.2 
IMU yeT OT ans sae Be hy LA le Duplicating operator__-....._...------ CARS32 222-2) 
EGS) Gat ee Pee ate dee PN ty, uss VO ong aloe ee cg Ae te Wa Rs Ce NG toy EL Pee [oe fet Boat ea peel ey 
Region 2, Utah: 
OSbmilGiannis vac - 2 se ES Be aes Improvement supervisor ____....---_-- Pages es 
Charles W .-Menzies_ 2.22. - 12-22 le eh Range examiner. 2/2.) oon ect Ss Pea Cer ee 
ETAT GI EKCAS PICNS See ees eet ted UE ce le COs ee ee eat eee et Pole oe eee 
@on wey. his Parnyee: 2 ek cekes eS ede Pte a GO ere er ae eo SNe ae a ee PAD reer 
Belang) Hea erika en) at Ok es ed oe CLO i a a ns ee Ls ee ha Poo ae 
Delee sy Kinnimon= os. ii pe 2 hers feel (1.6 Seo ea RS nt CO Re ee ee Pegs see 
Ben 8S. Markham___________-_ Pal Mek e Sven Ie de falta teh GAO eA A er 5 ERS Pa el awe P=Sea A ee 
IME SVT Ei NOD lene a bane Sie a ESP “OCC PER elgg Retin SIGE Jur a) phe Cauere 2 Ee PeQrte a) Sua 2 
DesHrancisy PMOMaAS is eee, ST Ne re Enegineer-draftsman-__._____-.-_-_-.-- SY REY dae ROR ee 
SORA EUG PAGO 0) of SAS vale: ng Rea a? SLY, Pe lh IRIN ln Fc GOT a ae eran haha eee Mee! SP S4i nn J2 30-0 
SLAC Vide DAKCR eo. ee ho og ee Engineer-draftsman (part time) -_.__-- S P25 i ur ae 
MiaxcA) sBrOWIM. 535200 io. ee eee iat eee, Jat Engineer-draftsman__:2s2._2..=5._.-- Sabre cee 
Theodore S. McIlheney___.__-__.__-_____-_-- Clerk rete ca un, et eee Sa Oe TEr toe CAF-6__:_ 2... 
CAC USER EW Gloria Eee PI Ne te Bat Yo Fiscal-account clerk___....-.__.-._---- CAF-4______-- 
Hellen'U). Tuddenhami.s 2. - 2c hice ler tite soph he a a oy eS a CAF-5____-_-- 
Afton.O* Speckman seco 8 ee Ma WlCrK-CY DISt Ee foe ee oe te at ee ire CAH! 15 5- 
PURI VE MOersOM 22 Ute ee en heey Fy GBT ei gk ote SE Pap as ne Dek Gn CAR=45 3 202 
CTH ONVInP Se llOrSsece he ae wean Se SB Rey GO apse Se TR Rei Me Bigee GP ee GA R=52 oe 
yma iV dP elersom koe ae ewe aa Tras See Tee CLG ds Va aes ae PS ae 2 CAF. 2... 
Wee beds doberts 22. oe otai se ee Bee hs Our Pe tia ec hae eee eae ore CAF-4____._.- 
Gee AB 2 Deere! tens tke arte GE Sere en LR an oe ee etd CAF-2______ che 


Last salary | Period paid from soil and moisture appropria- 


rate 


tion 


July 1-28, 1945, and Feb. 10, to June 29, 1946__- 
JlvyAl = 1945 St Oc une sOs 194020 2 Vos meee See wee 
@et 1071945" to. AprrG, 194622 5.22 os 
July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946__..._.._--__-__--. 
Jly.f=to Sept p10 e199 525 ar ee ee 
July71531946to2Apr.. 6.1946. be ee 

Qet 29771945, Co: Fune30;-1946). 2st So es eZ 
JU yel 1945 ,ON une 780) 719462. 8 oe 
Jan. 27st ogdunes0; 1946 3) os se 
Jul yator Aue 211: 198 bY og oe ke aaa eee 
Jel yl: F945 ToUvEa y-B1 1046" st 


Jan. 18 to May 4, 1946, and June 16 to June 30, 
1946 


July) 1945; TOV am; 28; 1946 ee ee 
July 1,'1945, to Jan. 15, 1946_-2_._-.____.--.---- 
APT 17G0 9 Une, 29 5:3) GAGs re Pe ae et 
Dec. 3, 1945, to June 30, 1946__.-. 2... 2___.-__- 
Apres l6°to Nay 4,-1946-2 ue 2 ee ee Se) 
May 19:to June 30, 1946__....._-..-..------..-- 
Jan. 14 to June 380, 1946_. 22-2222. 22-22 2... 
July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946___-_...__2._____-- 
J ya -28: 419460. a. eee ee aN ets: 
Jt Velho EWE [2251 DAG ee eee 
Jan, 15to. Jume.30; 19462 2 ar ee 
Apral> to. June; 15, LO4GPe-- amet Peer a ee 
PAN 4, 1945, to May 4, 1946, and June 16-30, 
1946. 
Apri 2)-towune 15) 19462 2 Us te ee 
ay 1, 1945, to May 4, 1946, and June 16-30, 
1946 


July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946______.__.._______. 


eas OO Ge ee SE ae eRe ON th yay ile Gib Me it 


Feb. 4 to. Jume30) 094652 oe eer te 
Nov. 1, 1945, to/June 30, 1946_.__.__.-.._-..-.- 
July 15, 1945, to Mar..1, 1946... ______ seer hk 


Gross 


amount 


paid 


$2, 595. 68 
5, 653.16 
1, 954. 43 
3, 267. 30 

517.19 
2, 415, 95 
2, 347. 10 
2, 136. 56 

888. 36 

261. 12 
1, 822. 59 


23, 859. 44 


2, 259, 92 


1, 481. 35 
1, 382. 03 
§45. 56 
1, 600. 71 
171. 92 
420). 00 
1, 349, 94 
2, 750. 79 
221.17 
121.14 
748, 99 
477. 68 


1, 209.88 © 


407. 68 
1, 676, 98 


2, 228. 30 
2, 340. 97 

901. 32 
1, 411. 93 
1, 134, 59 
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SEA SPRN T)SOTsaes See aire ae ed Ossie Bed Bee eben wea! hen! lig 


Witla doseeran Klin= So wees ek oa Se ol BEE O eo ee REA od a Saas We ee 
‘Region 3, Nevada: 
Stewart KOPIN te en oo acee LeeLee BORER OS Range examiner 
ene Ft aW ClsGe beac alis Lo Sie noth, ok awe WMEIIGOT Sa = eh ee ee 
Bens . WLarTKMaM so a es ee ee Range examiner 
Donald he Dimock 5-4  e a Ome te ee See ee eS ne ae 
I OVI SAISON fae ety eee eee eae ete (6 Vo ans ein, or Wee eh nm EE MN LS aaa 
Walla NGG VV MLO Sed ooo eens cee eS GO ce a Ree on, crt Bane erage Sines 
Charles; Ho Deans) scot tk ue teed Regional administrative assistant 
Pileanor-Hutches 223 ee ee LO) (2) ig OPENED A le Papa renin en ee oe ach 
AIA VE ONOCK eet ee ke Se a A ed OO a Ie eee a ee tek ope IE 
Bai thei MOStemseets was sootcs ole ee ee ee COS se Oe Sa ee CARN ey a 2 CE 
Irene B. Smith--_-_-- Pes wiehgd baya be eared hE Shares (LOM 3 a7 aa See Beara Ata ee eae Se 
Ra Wald Os BANGS ans deste is __..| Engineer draftsman 
TOS Dias. WODOS 2 tatty Rica e oKiee ctee ee aeae e (Ging) soar ent Seer eee reaee ae 
Region 4, Oregon: 
Donald, Robins 22. 2 ee Range examiner 
Kenmether lattes Se oe ot ee S| LQ Sek a ee ea 
WRAL PUR CNIS ieee Coe ee on eae eye Engineer 
Jaester wWahteren:. 22 ose ee Range examiner 
William WwW. reek. - itso er ae (6 a SRS eye teen oni ee er a eae ie Se 
OTvilles AO ar yess ce et ete ee Oe SE BS (GU iceberg gual pe ae gee ees gee ae SRE a 
Harold .blesseg = 2 ee eS (6 No Bie age Oe es Sep SY ela eres Ce pelete “vt 
Howardon,. Welanoes: 2220 oo ae (OP eee Nene nos See eye ee 
JocuMllen Hligps ste: i se SUE ee Fiscal-accounts clerk 
iLL AvPetrow lez. 252. See 8 Clerk-stenographer 
Hivelyne Vs Bretwell: 2-2 0 ile eae | aa CORT A oie eee SPS a Bear 
Margarita: Arren: 26-2 Sloe cee oe es GO Seen panne se ae Sk Se dee ree 
VOSS PBA DORa eset osc ek ee Ee? Range examiner 
Region 5, Idaho: 
Bryant S. Martineau. ___.__.2_--.2- 2... Range examiner 
George H. Woodhall_______._--.---__.--.__-- Regional administrative assistant 
Maurice O. Zimmermen_-_-_.__-_._--_-------- Administrative assistant 
Tonis- WwW, Hastingsass fase eS CICE Ka ore con ochre eee Aha. 
‘Thelma i, -Holimberes 3 03 2 oe er | ee CLO Sieoe ee Ne gn er ne 
Harley M. McDowell___.-____--_.2-------_-- Range examiner 
Willam-L: MathewsoJ. 2. 2222) 2 eee eat (aired 5 (yaar ss aN ek alee. Capt aa ee te ERR 
ViSTk Bee Lawrences s: 25 oe oe ere COS ek Efe ee att wate: 22 Bie Dera ae 
WOnSIGIVE. SPlers <<. tesla sae a ee oe ok (6 (GOBER eee ose oie op ge MRL 4 OR 
Jdeeleel allini S00 ee ae eee a ees, 0 20S ei een eee ee hs 


1 Includes lump-sum payment, 


ee ce nw ew ewe ee eee ee ee ees 


a ae 


JULY TS TOUN GY 90; OA De ote ets es See eens : 


Puly, 1 to Nov. 3. LOLS SSE. Me Se Te ea 


July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946_.-.___.___________ 
July 29, 1945, to June 30, 1946_.__.__.____-_____. 
July 1, 1945, to May 18, 1946___________._______ 
Jap. 20 to June:30, 1946.2 .-_.- 3 


Py ) y 
July 1, 1945, to Jan. 19, 1946_______.-_________- 
uke 1945, to June 30, LOAGiS ar a Fa ee 
July, 1945, to ue 30; 19462) ooo Sat ey 
July 1 to Nov. OA O45 Se Aa ee Che eee eet 
Dec. 16, 1945, to June 30; 1946 5 ee ees 
eae 1945, to June 30, 1946 os Se Ree ae NRE tn 


DE SDAY sDOTIOGS Lh ks Bah ose es A eee 
Mars 4 toztune 1) 1946s 32 ora. sae eee 
July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946__________________- 
Jan. 14 to June 30, 1946.____________.__________ 


Jan. l4%to*Janv3l, 19465 iss et ee 
One: pay periods. sae 8 tee ae 
July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946.____.2.-._.______- 
Oct, 29, 1945, to June 30, 1946_________________. 


| July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946_.____________- ot ie 


One pay period Fv am Sad 5 ees Ca Ws ches an PSD Se 


July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946__......_.._-______ 
Jan. 27 to Mar. 30, 1946__.__-.__________-.--_-- 
Feb. 26 to May 4, 1946.12 8 Soe 


July 1, 1945, to F eb. 24; 194622555 22 tae i 


July_l, 1945, to May 4, "1946 3 ee aaah gee 
July L 1945, to June 30, O46 232 aoe eee 


July 1 _to Aug. 11, 1945 and Sept. 24, 1945, to 
5 yaw, ol, 194 


Feb: 1 to June BO 946 ee yas aes ee Pee 


2, 052. 61 


32, 637. 49 


3, 880. 17 
839. 79 
4,019. 78 
1, 337. 25 
978. 43 


326. 14 


81. 53 
114. 61 
2, 006. 39 
1, 280. 12 
2, 006. 39 
73.15 
114. 61 


17, 058. 36 


4, 048. 59 
668. 07 
603. 04 

1, 776, 28 


. 2,222. 43 


3, 619. 35 
3, 017. 17 
515. 75 


1 2, 174, 86 


1, 080. 35 


19, 725. 89 
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Permanent administrative employees paid from soil and moisture funds, Grazing Service, fiscal year 1946—Continued 


ie coe ie igen en ee a Er ee OE ee 


Name: 


Region 6, Montana: 


SS | ote 


HobeLteE De Nielson. SS Se ee oe ae Range examiner: : 22-25-5002. see 
TOV Cel) SATAN GO er ctreten teen ae tue emt hey ree Cee aes Bs pe eer ty — Som SM 
IG WALGWicA MNOS seu ono Us ee ye ee Sa HMPINCCT eet. toscse Aen ea eS Be 
HAVetio Nita mswOld. 32. a ye SENS (10 Se ee a aetna sear ey oS 
PAI DORE Ec SMa eee) ee ee ek RO Ranve.examiner aoe. | oe ee 
MUP OMG eet EL Oirases ee a oto t OS PS ae a he [5 aX “Sap cy AS ha: Ae atone ee mee alters 
LOMA AN OU eh asin tn he | (OL AM eee eee Lor ee te SLU ee 
Huissel eh wOCkKOartys. ee trek yes ete el a pears (BUG) GS ie rasan ite Ss ee aah an eee Rens 
eslier Ww lKINnsOn ss sso ee oe ees ee od Engineer-draftsman_____-___________.. 
Ako Wa hageye Rawr 6 ATC ile) + bwtyaemenepeb amet Nellans Sealine acne Ce Ke otc 4 de enc See nate BE oad eee fer 
AUR ELOW Al Geer: oto eee ee Regional administrative assistant _____ 
Wirginia © eBoodry o5226 ees Sl ee Clerk-stenographer_____..____-_________ 
Oreo owl uaue yale 2 2S one ee rte co oe (Ss 5 Reps Bead ey dees oe Ce vag POR 
BlanchegyiaZemane 72 ae sa lena rar es a ST ee a en 
ROMS in leew ae ees. 2 ee) pa ee ey Bookkeeping machine operator________ 
Orpltatae Praninskiecti=3 a io ee Gee eens AE aed 
moropy tie Kirkwood. oy. ee as Se ‘A CCOUNLING Clefks eens. se aan ene oe 
MMAR) Mi tera eiOh.te cee Fe ee 6 ior de C5 (9) pe ST Fa ea Oa BD i rd 
Total 
Region 7, New Mexico: 
William oi Watley sen ee oe i ae tl Soil Conservationist: ves. ote ae 
RGDERbEN: OONpleres sea betes ee shan ee Range examiner co 2 oo ee 
Elermianshiee laser sate abe lene 22 eae Pee CORY Pee Reba! aN aie Beatre ta ate 
LAT OU en Ley GK te at centage fae ES Sr as COLE AE Marne Ee Ve BONE 
Leland; PeAlen ot ae Be Er oe Me OR NO GO aa Se Ee Peete Ae eae 
Rowland .G."Thompson... 0 fos heck tee dhs kt CO cece S eet re ey em e, Sebes 
Hayette:M: Griswold 3:02. 226 eco. nln HEMP INCOR sca et a eaten a 
WAT AINE Stevens yas co An ta el ot lle Hngineer-draitsman. 2. 2222 = 2 
Osis PASM CH er ee esas Se te eS ex |e OD ree eee Daa, Se AIC 
IVETE OCP DANE 2. ok es eh ol ey Engineer aide 2 A ee Nae ce Wieatae A ala ate 
Viola M. Voulkner____________ Sees a C ee DRE Seah 1 ahs cee i eye AL ea oe 
Piciey ne TOL ec cokes OE. 5 Vee ape IR acc APR he 
Pilda es SRE bert os Mee ae i he Fiscal accountant-clerk___.___._._____- 
era A anCian «2 ee ek a (Voce DOR Ag Uc, es BN Be le 
CIROTEE SW tL a VlOre oe sede dee af 2 (110) Se ee heen CaN BALA TL aes 
EATING UVESB TIN SOM eee tie sone ete yee tenbersnber PES be RPh Rare eG 
SA GULG OTE 2 ROUTE, 6 6 UKty 5 ones a ORM i ONL TNE Si |S Sit gy jes = aa Orpen a ed 
Pioreniiniatviaidoni 2 8) ee Se a Sy es Fiscal accountant-clerk. aE ie mn RE a 
Mary Olive (iftesham 1s). - 22.02. Clerk-stenographer_-_.-...--.£._.-_.-- 
PACER ERC OEL SON 8.2 ve Ane Se Se Oat = Al et he tl 
Ruth Pople Raker: (oo ee Clerkin se ae te ae es Fe ee 
RGvert Harmon? joc ce ber eI ae oe GLEE on rae Sar Be eee tit Bi Os 


Last grade 


rate 


Sr ge Pig a eye nam a eae Pe Nima mem eS |New sy ir nS ne sen wm ec oS he |e mmm ome ee ane gee eee hh eS Spleen yew a |) sence eg we emf nf OE, a is aS fe he Vos mse Pee 


Last salary | Period paid from soil and moisture appropria- Bh tae 
tion : 
paid 

JULY 1 tO-Sept:clh, 1940-4 ee a eae mela $873. 51 
Uche3-torume0, 194 ier ee oe eee ee ee 3, 078. 04 
July 1,1945,. to. Mar: 3, 194652" <= se) e 2,677. 50 
May 20 to J une 30, POAG HE td eee eet 470. 76 
Web.-24 To JUNG a0 1046 =. 0, ee eee 1, 298. 07 
SDN hse Wf ol IC an Ry: No aerate = ape Tne pS Sy 107. 48 
Nov. 13, 1945, to Feb.'8, 1946______-_ i oer SAAR 615. 44 
Jan. 30 to May 19, 1946 AOS See oe Rats 845. 73 
July 1, 1945, to Apr. [AGA GRE ies eee Selon Rouen 1, 939. 30 
July 7 1945, to June 30, 19462 ass SE ee 1, 803. 54 
May 19 toJ une 30, iG ae ee ee re ST 432. 69 
ee OC a Sa SE TREE ar eee a ee 249, 90 
OCE ie 1945810 dani 2, 1946. ae ee ee es ee 713. 44 
July 9, 1945, to June 30, LOS GS ya ee ee 2,113. 91 
Keb aueto dunes 9; 1946 ain. Oe eee 749. 05 
July 1,-1945, to: Febei7, 1946... as es eee 1, 269. 75 
May 19stoaiMine 30; 1046s. see ek ee 227.07 
"ANIC A Oe lOe SOD idle, LOAD css. a5 5 aes Oe geen 183. 48 
19, 648. 66 

July 1; 1945, to June'30, 1946-29 ee, 4, 951. 63 
Augi26%1945-to June sp 9462p 3, 374. 91 
July; to Aue2s, 1940s sas oe eee §51. 32 
Apr-l5-to; Pune 30, t946u aes a ee ee 833. 45 
NOV2 26-30, 19452 ae ee ees 53. 08 
Nov. 1, 1945-Feb. 14, 1946_._....._----_-2-2.2- 806. 74 
July 1- 14 and Aug. 12, 1945, to May 18, 1946__- 3,921.00 
July 1, 1945, to June 30, 5 ade RS, 2 (ABat2 
je BES 0 SS Ee ie i Peat as ry pe ron  ee 2, 254. 40 
NE OSS CLUE Roe RGN ae aap ad seg Ee ae REID op 2, 472. 02 
ease CG (a pe satire Pe BO EE eR Ee een Pee ey, 2, 506. 10 
Nowed4; 1945;.to Jumed, 19462 ste 1, 439. 27 
May 1 to June BO) dl OG Geren taes 2 te gains Sees reset = 347, 27 
Dec. 18, 1945, to Apr. BORN 946x852 Oe eee 848. 46 
Aug. 25, 1945, to Feb. 13, pC) eee kee bea eee teed 1,7535.. 55 
Jithy 045, to. Wa yet, 1 9465 i ak ee 1, 785. 94 
ADAG ILO. PUNE SOE O46 5 eee ae et ee ee ene 383. 36 
July 1, 1945, to-Jumne.30, 1946..__.---_._....2_..- 2, 154. 29 
JUly 1194550 June 22, 1946 ean 2, 108. 91 
FAL sito, AN] SL 258.1945 ses eee ee eee 388. 43 
July-15, 1945,.to Apr. 26, 1946.2...-..2 =-2-5__= 1, 196. 23 
ADP :22:t0 JUNE 30K 946 eee ba ee eg 403. 80. 
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Region 8, Colorado: 


He JOSEP MSU VOCE =. 25. coses cess. see oe ace Rangésexaminer: —1-< 2-2 Sete esses Reg oaee ets 4, 080.) July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946_-___20 = Lee 
Howard G. Beehler___...--------- eae ae Regional improvement supervisor--_--- PE eee 4,740 | July 1 to 14, 1945; July 29 to Aug. 25, 1945; and 
: Feb. 24 to June 15, 1946. 
Kimballee SwWilllidinsse. ee Pees ee Hinpineer tes. 2.6 where = 3 See ee SDs eae Sore 3,530 | July 1 to 14, 1945, J uly 29 to Jan. 26, 1945ea sue 
ichardaw. Anglos. oes fe ese ee GQ ee = a eke ee San eee Lee ere PH) See 3,530 | Feb. 1 to June 30, 10462 Soe ee eee 
Dean Wa Mahafleyes 2 25-255 5 Ratiee examiners... = 4c) eee cee PS? Wah aaoee ee 3, 200. | July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946_-_.---_--._--2...- 
Bre dtio A VOCnCO suse e ee ee ee Bal ees (ce Rae ck, ie Res Serve bes a es, Ss pe PED ate ie ee 2,980 | Jan. 7 to June 30) 1 GAGs 2 oe oe an ee eee ae 
Fremont Ww. WMierewether-__-22 22. 222 -- 22-8. |_ 2. CG wie Relais fest ee ics! See eos! (PH. tae See 2,980 | July 1, 1945, to Mar. 27, 1946 eee 5 Vr eee as, ee 
AT Vinekto Van pial os eee. ee eee Fiscal accounting clerk._......--..---- CAF-6_______- 2,870 | July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946-.___-__-_--------- 
JOSeD He WOWL Ys os See eee ea ee Qilerit ori k ete se ote eon cee OAP=5 = i 2S 25430) aoe 5H page aia eee aa a ME Set epee pe Nar Roca 
Wenes B ELuck reo ean Tee ei e ae Bet aes Clerk-stenographer____....--...------- CAF-+4_______: 2-166. je Jd uly:1 10 Deer 18s 194022 ee eee 
JIOVCC) eV CS bares ie en SES ae eae oe AO te Oe eed sae ee ee eS GA H-3 eek o 1,902 | Mar. 26, to June ’30, 1946 ee ae 
Katherine ds. Meeker -s 22. seers Le Ses OS srs ro ee een ee Pe es CAF-4______.- 2,100 | July 1, 1945, GO: canst 2 > 1046 mates eet as = ee eee 
Kenneth  W.-Gardner 22 <2. 2-2 =. = Ste Engineer-draftsman__......-.--------- S P4232. 2,166 |} July. 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946... 2.2.2 2 2e_ oe. 
ca Dg hast [Se Dare tee i EN SE i a | ee de el Ep TA, copra Sains eel GS a se noel ee a rane AE de alps 03, a rei eer El AS eae OL a sla e 
Region 9, Arizona: 
Palmer doo CHielGs sae See ee ee Improvement supervisor -_------------ PSOE ess ae 3, 860 | July 1 to 15, 1945; July 30, 1945, to Jan. 12, 1946; 
and Jan. 13 to May 18, 1946. 
William James Anderson_____._____._------- Ranveiexaminer 2s. Pega pata $7860.) Apr 1 to: mume- 30; 1046.0 ee es Se ee 
Jon, Om Biltlersee esos eer. ws coe Rae ben CO ec ee es ey as Ph No aie ee L 2'980 |. May 19 to June 30, 1946. _-__.-____-_--_-.-t-- 
Eiadenz Re IniCk sea ie ee ete ee ee Engineer-draftsman.-_.._--.---_---+--- SP=§.5. ee 9939 \|, July 1, 1945) to June 30; 1940-222 sae acess 
Marlee len ati oe ee ee a ee ys | GORE SR rs ee ee ee “SPA eee 25034222 02h. Seen Se ee. a eee 
Jamesch: Navies 28s ek eek es eee Fiscal-accounting clerk_______.__-_---- CAF=522. 222: 2 5404 Jan. 7 tOduie S0y1 94052 es eee ee eee 
[RGN ce WW LMNS=. = eas. Oe ee es Clerk- ty. St=- sae oe eee ee CAM=32 8) (eres 1; 902 } daly, 1945,.t0 June30; 1946-25 2 2 Se. Soe 
Hoist be-bee Thurman tease ee ae eee Oe ee ee ti ae Fae ee CARS p= ss 2,200 | July ibs 1945, to Jan. 16, [9460 ae ae ae Ree 
LASTITNY NVR USO Ya ae be Se a ee ct = Clerk-stenographer__=_=2 2. 5-2. 2-2 CA KS45 4 a 2-230 July, 1,1945; 60 June 30, L402 2 = sn See 
INareoieriteaW.. ELUGlOy een oes oe eee se GLOSS oy setae eSB ak ued ee Rare CARS ses 2-166 | 22 rs Ve eee ae tare ae I ae 28 ee IE 
BTS tes | sertraline Pas ee pete ot eye BS | No a ee re ee ee ee eee 
Region 10, Wyoming: 
Glenn-ee wood ward. 2.2) 222.22 eo eeee ee Improvement supervisor.......-------- f Sor eee ieee 3,750.) J ay 1 to ue 11, 1945, and Oct. 21, 1945, to 
an. 13, 1946. 
William 2D eV alghn. ses ee ee GOS eR he Ge ae ee ie elo ES oe P23 rheo: soi 3,860 | Dec. 16, 1945, to June 30, 1946... ___--_--------- 
Jee issellenn yak Sees = ee eos Range examiner 222 2222.2. 2aee ates P33 2 a 3, 860-4-June 24 to 30, 1946_.3.: 29 a gee 22 nee 
Tenoy Av Merry field ses. 2 2. se oes eee ae (10 See Pe SS eee a See eames We ee. 3,200 daly 1, 1945, to‘Jan:16, 1946: 2 ---=. -2 ses 
WMiak- Wit DEIG Pests as sets oe bee oc ue oe eee AQ Soe ae RS re a os SE eS PaO in terse ste 2,980 |. Feb, 15 to Jume 30,-1946 o_o 22-2 = eee 
WATITA Via WONROl = 522 ance eee es coe Engineer-draftsman__----------------- SP=4. ee 1, 968 | July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1946-_.-2---_..-------- 
Glenn Pe Muchow =. s2255222 32 eee. sane Administrative assistant ___----------- CAF-7___._-_- 3,200 1 dan: 14-to May 419462. 222.5 Se aa 
George O} Rockhill 22. sus b osaes =. oe RN ORK Se Beenie eo Ce Seas CAR 2.890 iSuly: LAtLGLNOv, £6;)-19402 6s. sa oeemn eee eee 
Albert cae Pat tees See en wee ee ee nt See CO Se Ree oe ER Epes 2 CAF-4.._.___- 9166 | July1, 1946, to May3, 194602 Sek ee 
TEVinigel poeWOmiadS serps sone Sette eee eee OG Sate ee ee oe eee CAF~4___.._-- 2,939 7% Nebr fo June 30; 1046 f: = Se ee eee 
Margaret'S. Recker:.2-_--- =. -222-- 2.22. 22-2 3 Clerk-stenographer_.........---------- GCAF-8: 5-2 1, 902 | July 1-8, 11, and Sept. 23 to Oct. 22, 1945____-- 
RUC Lynch 2 eee see eee ae ee eee Ge er Se Neer te eee CAF-3._...--- 1,902 | Nov. 14, 1945, to June 30, 1946___--------.----- 
CA BYR 4 open Ae EO ae ae cA eR cei a ONS ae EO sy Am 7 Po ce Or ie ee ie ee <n Se ee ee Ser cere ee 
GerariG to tea a en iy oie ae ee Ss eA, poe en a baa ec eee eae ne oe Sle te weg oe Sap ae ee en 


4, 090. 89 
2, 049. 10 


1, 941. 46 
1, 439. 06 
3, 255. 36 
1, 432. 62 
2, 156. 75 
2, 856, 92 
2, 456, 33 
1, 078. 76 
504. 73 
1, 130. 64 
2, 179. 
26, 572. 31 


3, 251. 


964. 

343. 
2, 243. 
2, 042. 
1, 246. 
1,971. 
pA 
2, 258. 
2, 228. 30 


17, 768. 74 


1, 346. 22 


2, 044. 60 
74, 23 

1, 844. 25 
1, 100. 25 
1, 997. 20 
984. 56 
904. 55 
1, 883. 68 
841. 23 
407. 42 
1, 192. 34 


14, 620. 58 


234, 725. 48 


fe ET pea LTP TS Sa a ge SIR ee PP I a Se ee he ee Se 


Source: Compilation furnished by budget officer, Grazing Service. 
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102 ADMINISTRATION AND USE OF PUBLIC LANDS 


Exuisit C Sens 
(From Decisions of the Acting Comptroller General of the United States, vol. 17, pp. 23-25) 
(A-—87073) ; 


APPROPRIATIONS—SPECIAL VERSUS GENERAL—GRaAzING ConTROL, Etc.— 
AVAILABILITY FOR PERSONAL SERVICES 


Payment for personal services not to exceed a specified amount in the District 
of Columbia having been authorized by the general appropriation (49 Stat. 1758) 
for administrative expenses for the operation of the Division of Grazing Control 
of the Interior Department, said appropriation, by necessary implication, is 
available for personal services in the field. 

The general appropriation (40 Stat. 1758) for administrative expenses for the 
operation of the Division of Grazing Control of the Interior Department being 
available for personal services both in the District of Columbia and in the field, 


the charging of a proportionate part of the salaries of clerical employees engaged — 


upon the range construction program to the special appropriation for that pro- 
gram is unauthorized. 3 


Acting Comptroller General Elliott to the Secretary of the Interior, July 13, 1937 


Your letter of June 17, 1937, is as follows: 

“The Department of the Interior Appropriation Act for 1937 (Public, 741) 
embraces the following item for the Division of Grazing: » 

“Hor the construction, purchase, and maintenance of range improvements 
within grazing district, pursuant to the provisions of sections 10 and 11 of the 
act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat., p. 1269), and not including contributions under 
section 9 of said act, $250,000: Provided, That expenditures hereunder in any 
grazing district shall not exceed 25 per centum of all moneys received under the 
provisions of said act from such district during the fiscal years 1986 and 1937.’ 

“The appropriation bill for 1938 contains a similar item which is worded in 
the same way. ; 

“The work in connection with this program involves a considerable amount 
of details which must be performed by clerks at regional offices of the Division. 


This work involves principally the maintenance of complete project records and — ; 


the handling of requisitions, pay rolls, and vouchers. It is requested that you 
advise as to the propriety of charging a proportionate part of the salaries of 
clerical employees engaged in this work to the appropriation indicated above. 
An early reply will be appreciated.” 

Except for the provision for payment of a salary of $5 per diem while actually 
‘employed, to members of advisory committees of local stockmen, the general 
appropriation for expenses of the Division of Grazing Control made by the act of 
June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1738), contains no express provision for personal services 
either in the District of Columbia or in the field, but does contain, however, a 
limitation as to the amount which may be expended for personal services in the 
District of Columbia. That appropriation was made for the pulpose of carrying 
- out the provisions of the act entitled ‘‘An act to stop injury to the public grazing 
lands by preventing overgrazing and soil deterioration, to provide for their orderly 
use, improvement, and development, to stabilize the livestock industry dependent 
upon the public range, and for other purposes,”’ approved June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 
1269). Section 2 of the last-cited act provides, in pertinent part, that: 

_“The Secretary of the Interior shall make provision for the protection, adminis- 
tration, regulation, and improvement of such grazing districts as may be created 
under the authority of the foregoing section, and he shall make such rules and 
regulations and establish such service, enter into such cooperative agreements, 
and do any and all things necessary to accomplish the purposes of this act and to 
insure the objects of such grazing districts, namely, to regulate their occupancy 
and use, to preserve the land and its resources from destruction or unnecessary 
injury, to provide for the orderly use, improvement, and development of the_ 
range; 8 StF?! 

The hire of persomnel is a necessary incident to the doing of “any and all things 
necessary to accomplish the purposes” of the 1934 act. From the fact that there 
is a limitation in the general appropriation for administrative expenses upon the 
amount which may be expended for personal services in the District of Columbia in 
respect to the operation of the Division of Grazing Control, the appropriation, 
by necessary implication, is available for personal services both in the District of 
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Columbia and in the field. The break-down in the budget estimate for the 
fiscal year 1937, concerning the appropriation for the Division of Grazing Control, 
shows provision was made for 18 permanent employees in the District of Columbia, 
and for the field service, 59 permanent employees and 750 temporary employees. 
The amount estimated for such personal services appears to have been adopted and 
made a part of the entire amount appropriated for the Division of Grazing Control 
- for the fiscal year 1937. ; 
On the other hand, the budget estimate for the appropriation item quoted in 
your letter shows no break-down whatever. This fact establishes rather con- 
clusively that said appropriation was not intended to provide for payment of 
personal services as such. On the contrary, this appropriation is essentially one 
for the construction, purchase, and maintenance of range improvements within 
grazing districts. The administrative expense—including the hire of personnel— 
having been provided for by necessary implication under the general appropria- 
tion for the expenses of the Division of Grazing Control, the charging of a propor- 
tionate part of the salaries of clerical employees engaged upon the construction 
program to the construction appropriation would indirectly tend to augment the 
general appropriation for administrative expenses and, under the well established 
rule, is unauthorized. Furthermore, where an appropriation is made and/or 
intended for a particular purpose and has been so administered by the administra- 
tive office, the general rule is that another appropriation providing in general 
terms only—such as the construction appropriation here—may not be used for the 
same purpose. (See 10 Comp. Gen. 440. Compare, also, 4 Comp. Gen. 476; 7 id. 
400; 11 id. 238, 313.) . 
Accordingly, the question is answered in the negative. 


Exuipit D 


Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their titles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as of Sept. 28, 


1944, and Jan. 1, May 1, June 30, and July 16, 


1946 


= a ae eS eS SS Se 


Per 
annum 
Name Last title ee arr 28, salary 
Sept. 28, 
1944 1 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
Salaries and expenses: 
Washington, D. C.: 
@larence = Morslingescoss 20 ss 22 sonst a seeaee oe Director of Grazing - -------- RE R iF 1 hog Sores $8, 000 
FAT CIOL Sy alle. hee cet eae ee eka a eee ees Assistant Director-....------ CAF=14 221 f220 25 6, 500 
Byelyn ©, Krogross 6 oe oss bee lc cance Clerk-stenographer-___.----- CAR=622.3 eee 2, 300 
MAIN Vedi el Vdele., ccc acen Sonescedbeweedonussofeeees 0s ee a eg Se CAT-6_2-...£222.. 2, 300 
HisiovAveeartiman ee see ke ee Saas ee ae GO Sg Eh BI | 1 A ees se yes ee 
Salt Lake City, Utah: 
epic. valcke cscs 4 Susi ekp obs taste pause Chief, Branch of Operations_| P-6_---.---------- 6, 000 
TA INESPAMIS COLL SS aa Se eee aie sone Chief, Branch Range Man- | P-6-_----.---------- 5, 600 
: agement. 
IVETIEON Wee Olde ee ae eae es ee es se ete Oates ea ei Bs On Wyoming roll_|___.------ 
APS) = NIOlOUON ee ot ee oes sae eee ecaane = Special assistant to Director- ote atin fUlz shee en tse 
ough. 
WilliameA Hil tongeseo.. Se ae cee Chief counsel_..-..-.-------- AG so 2sk NERS 5, 600 
We JE bOCll es see oe oe ee ek oe ee toee ce tS Chief, Branch of Land Ac- | P-6_-------------- 5, 600 
quisition and Control. : 
ASP BITVecL = W UAINS. nc ocassee oars sa~eseb oon Chief hearings officer__------ CAR=I2258 seo o5, 4, 600 
*.(Jerald Ma Merresss. ce cies eee ese cee | Se Goleta se eee GAH=125 ess eee 5, 200 
Charles #. Moore... :.-.-1.---222-22 5-22 -=---s-- Assistant Chief of Opera- | On Utah rolls__..|---------- 
ions. 
Charles. ‘Carones ee ee en ee eee Assistant Chief, Range Im- | P-5._.---.--------. 4, 800 
provement. 
Allan Richards. 655 see ces Assistant to Chief of Opera- | CAF-12____..----- 5, 000 
tions. 
A Fonns Os. Pepersol ce. dase sonasea-S2cdt-cuc- Range examiner_.__._.-_---- Pie eee ae 4, 400 
Nilo Hr Dering ai ep So esac or sxeaes- =| 0O2 free we ete er en gl 4, 200 
Wuaster{h ABLOOKS te ecee o.oo ee etete sees |seeed CORR ea ee one foes i ee Ree ieee Bere ba 4, 200 
Hugh M. Bryan.-.-... cae aimee RN ee Cowes See o COrn aa Le. See ee oe PA 4 ie as Se ete 4, 000 
YOU te OW leis sc bse ae ee eet oes owe ee Chief of Accounts -...------- CAF-11....24.-22- 4, 000 
W ard, \HODDer 2 saeco sel seen s+ 22.2 ->--22-4); Land Classifier . <2 4-----s3_. iP= 3 hee Ghee See 3, 400 
DaletleyRothrock) Soa cean ee See eee ee Budget assistant. -....------ CAR -7!\ e223 2, 800 
Vernaub Andres. bes soencte eau eae ee soak Personnel assistant___..----- (GUNG iy fee Ree dS 2, 700 
RuthoR iclehart 2325. ee ee Administrative assistant ....| CAF-7_..-----.--- 2, 700 
: e 


Per annum salary 
Last or present 


grade Jan. 1, May 1, | June 30, | July 15, 
1946 1946 1946 1946 

PaSe ee agrees $8, 750 $9, 275 $9,275 | 2 $10,000 
boy ee See oe 7, 437 7, 70 7, 700 8, 778 
CAN=6 20 tee 2,870 2,870 | ~ 2,870 3, 272 
CA Re@ Moo ee 2, 870 2, 870 2, 870 S272 
CAR 6:28) SR ae ae ee | See eee 2, 650 3 
Po6i2e eee 6, 860 6, 860 6, 860 8, 060 
Retired 26. 3e tei ee a ae ee ee eee 
PeGiste 5 el eee: 6, 230 6, 230 6, 230 7, 102 
P26? 220 et eee Se eet a eee: See 6, 650 7, 581 
262 ee sels ede 6, 440 6, 440 6, 440° 8, 179 
je fy en 6, 440 7,175 7,175 8, 180 
GAFA101= -yAees: 5, 390 5,390 Pg Pea 
CA VSID eee: 5, 810 6, 020 6, 020 5 6, 863 
CARS (2 ioe st ae Se eee eres 5, 810 
Pah shee Sie Seat. 5, 600 5, 600 5, 600 (8) 
GAT-l3s2 ti 5, 600 5, 810 5, 810 6, 623 
Pad Cs ee 4, 960 5, 180 5, 180 5, 905 
ey. Lear ae, Pe 4, 960 4, 960 4, 960 i) 
P4is 2 Site 4, 960 By tHE i ae |e ae eee 
Bat Ler eaes ee ee 4, 740 4, 960 4, 960 9 5, 654 
CRACH of] Aeon kee 4, 520 4,740 4, 740 5, 404 
Pegare ae = ae 4, 190 4,190 4,190 6) 
GA F-9: 5222s 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 4, 150 
CAH=9) 2 ae 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 4, 150 
Resigneds.-s. 22-4 [yds cats sg? | ee oo eee 


VOT 


SGNVI OITaNd AO ASA AGNV NOLLVULSININGV 


4 
heRoy LeeMitchell ec estén et Fiscal accountant.-....._..- CAV-6 55. ace 2, 500°|, CAB+8.i2000 2, 980 3, 310 3, 310 SR 
HUSsOle ys Hervoyet sec. Wok. SE Shorthand reporter__......-- a military, fur-ls-2)-..22° CAN TG etescl ur eae ae ee 2, 980 2, 980 3, 397 
ough. 
Margaret R..Embletonz..- 2-22-2222 ea took Clerk-stenographer_________- OA Sea 2,100} CAF-6___-_-..-.__ 2, 650 2,650 | — 2, 650 3, 021 
INae mi OMMSOn Sine a2 Eee oe ee ca Fiscal accounting clerk_____. ee Sie os 2,300 | CAF-5__-2_____-__ 2, 760 2, 760 2, 760 Be 
Anna Be @hithicks 222s 2) veo ee oe ee ie OlerR uss Sica: (Sor esc ok coy ene ere 2,100;| CAF-62.0 0. ¢.._. 2, 760 2, 760 2, 760 3, 146 
HlipebetmewOlay ses ee ee OE Oe i eis ier aie tO CAP-6: 22 2,000 "Dransferred soo 24 eee et ee 
MeO et Vatie ee oe tae Te Se OS eae pe oop apie cose OA Bedss cared 2, 000F AOA Bah ae ce see8 = 2, 430 2, 430 2, 430 7 
+ MebeelOa Delbert ett. ae! oo on Tn AP Clemie eve ho, CARR re 20007] .GA Rspe neo 2, 430 2, 430 2, 430 2, 896 
Alico She plierdis.. 2.02 Sk eee 66 See eee OAP=522 ota 9, OOO |. OAR aBe Sah sat soe 2, 430 2, 430 2, 430 
Niodla- As Aaronson coos. $22 oso ee a anes -stenographer .2._.._-2 CA Boao coos 1,800 | CAF-5___._..-_21: 2, 320 2, 320 2, 430 2, 770 
Dor paraeveme ate os ea tal fa ae eee Werke eel ele rie On Wyoming TOUS =| eee CAP =5:s0 2 so) ges 2, 320 2, 320 2, 320 2, 645 
CON ae a kt Oltboeeee eee ey ee Pee ee A eporiita Clore i OC AN RA 1,800 | CAF-5_____.___-_- 2, 320 2, 320 2, 320 2, 645 
MyetvueM cb hins ee es a es ee Oey AN aa anit GABE. as 1,800 OA Robe) coe 2, 320 2, 320 2, 320 
TiEMeO Dl Ad saewee. see Oe eee ce ae oe Clerk (part-time) .-._______- CAF-4__. 2-2 Lo 900 | CAF-4___-- ee 1, 300 QO AS = se Seo Caer aware ; 
JUNC anMeheLes se oe ee ee Mail, file, and record clerk__| CAF-4___________- 1,860: |) CAH-42 1 22 ts R232 2, 232 2, 232 (7) 
JimHarti Wencterss) 22 2 eA sa vo ss Glerinte e e oae CAPA ee Ts 800s. OG AW ede ig oe 2, 166 (8) SOPs see cane Cade ipa ete ae ee 
Wanda=Dinksta tts sas eb ek ie Sates GO ae ee ee A ae Soil aad MOis- [i --82 he CAF+4. 02022 2225. 1,968 |, 1,968 | 2, 100 (8) 
ure roll. 
Kathleem Mitchells eo 2222s ewes Soe LO POE ele er ee CAK-3 ee sree 1,800 | CAF-3____._--....2. 2, 166 2, 166 2, 166 (8) 
Wien a Wee nes estas ue Cie Oe Clerk-stenographer______-__- CARAS e Saar eee 1,680 | CAF-4___________- 2, 100 2, 109 2. 100 (7) 
NW IM GMa DOW OY 2-0 oleae tee eae, Mes do___-- SAE Eos Sree Sioned GAN R38. lee 1, O80. | Restonédiec. eS pe ee sh een aren em 
Jooymonvuorven.  c2 ven ce ee ee AGE Ke eh ale oe otis nas ae ee ny military, fur-7\c2 325 CACHES OM hs TS erie as 2,232 2, 232 2, 544 
oug . 
Margaret B) Gerber. ...0..-.-22. 0 ee. Clerk-stenographer_________- COA 8 sok oan veo 156808) -CAN=3 ee es) 2, 034 2, 034 2, 034 (7) 
JosephineM. Sawayas.-ote2- oot ee CO SE ae Bieta Be kee CAF-4..20 0 ens. 1,800. | C:ARAeee = mer Peo 2, 166 2, 166 2, 166 (5) 
mu mcscone i uliman, 2822225 ee ee ae LOWE a Se ae ee a CAP 33.1 See 1,800 | CAF-3.5-__. 21 2, 166 2, 232 (8) pA Tg ES 
Gracemore Willahanen.8 0 econ eee eos tee US Boe aie DO Ser Mec CA Na 3 222 oe oe we 1, 620. Resigned 25225 -2(e 2 ver aie so Sipps ses pr oe eee es 
WIE Ca OLORNGs) = eae mame cote e es. pee trae Lg hy Si oes tg Set Se eee heirs yl ree ae a ee ae GACH SSeS see le 2, 034 (LO) ea hes as er Ree ares 
IMIG Eire BASS ree See ook oe i Fae Gia ees ea niies eae ete N 00). I) See eee en 18005) (CA Ra4 2 See 2, 166 (Or ch Sera he ese eee 
Ctl yaeeDUi Ver eet he eg en ote Clerk-stenographer_________- CAF-3._.__- peak Te O20 tS eSIpmeG se o67 Se 2 ees olan Pg eee lh oes pee cee ae 
qeahisGreb CversOne 2s 2-2 ee eo ee ee Fee COB Rall rald See URS Fo ORNS ee Iie a CA B23 ns 1, 968 1, 968 1, 968 (8) 
ORM gEL AT Imm ne IOG Nenana es eee Ee GO: Se eter ee On access roads___}_.-____.__ CA Woe e re So Seek ng 2, 034 2, 034 (8) 
Stella Ge Neelyovsns) 28222 Soe bee oe eee ee GOES. LOM ee Re eee GANS 3 2 pews 1,620 | CAF-4_________._. 2,100 2, 100 2, 100 2, 394 
On seAaeli teens kok aise ee oso en ee Duplicating operator_______- On access roads___|__--_-_____ CABRS3%. 23 ese 1, 902 1, 968 1, 968 8 
Hae AMC lanes sehen le ae Se eo th ee Fire-control supervisor ______ PAS: eT 3, S00 iP a5 Ree ete Ce 4, 520 5, 180 5, 180 5, 905 
ia eMias Watson. S282 ee 2 oo oa ee Clerk-stenosrapher. 2 2209" / Sa es ea CAN 3 Bee iS htt 1, 902 (lO) HS See eae ets hee 
Soil and Moisture: 
ros @hlye Wasa ee ee Se eta Chief engineer_._..-_.._.___- On access roads. sg Cae Me I 2 2 uc Ves eae ee 5, 600 5, 600 5,600 | (8) 
WENT ER ES GUCHCOHS were eres 2S oa eee ae Rangeexaminer -2326_2--. UDO eae eee metre 4, ROG PSB. eo Sere 5, 600 5, 600 5, 600 6, 623 
W. Carter iM ite wi 6 leet ek ia aE ete at ee Supervising engineering | On military fur- |..____-___-_ Poo see ke Seen 3,970 |. 4,080 4, 080 (8) 
draftsman. lough. 
eowiliam CO Anderson. icc. eee Engineering draftsman_-_-_--_- te sieges tap aie es gl 2 COO ES b-Seetee senha: 3, 200 3, 200 3, 200 (8) 
\ ODEs Drasheates Cae Coben ee ee ee eee (8 a Ss 2 SSN fell hed aaa rae eat HRN 1,800 | Transferred ______- cee Bernall ts oe eee igen Den, oak ne ee a 
Ea De ViTt Ghicl ies see Taye 2a fone ars Ca he stea ee Administrative assistant, 22s) -0<21 2-522 i ge su 2 Be OAR h fot. 7. one 3, 2008. (POO tae jae, eee 
Mm WH ave JONDDSOU soos Le pe i eg See | ee. CLO Se eas ce eer On ery Tie | ait ave ee tenes CAH a iexce game ue 3, 200 3, 200 3, 200 3, 773 
ough. 
Claire Nee OCK teeta oe te en edt Po Clerk-stenographer___.______ COA Wer atc ened D740: hh Transferred tas fo ete Se ee ae aay |e ic ess a eee eee 
Crrtie Mi Crosley ine eS es eS Accounts clerk “202.5 0c CARS 2.20 se 1,620) CA P4507 sou 2, 100 2, 100 2, 100 2, 394 
Wanda OmPinkstafis ste t es = Ce ars pees Ne Clerk D eee eee ee OPS gs ge Cees ee 1/620" i Dransferred to Soi (eo. oe) See ee te ee ee ae 


and Erosion. 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 127; 
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col 


Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their tiles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as of Sept. 28, 
gant and Jan. 1, May 1, June 80, and July 16, 1946—Continued 


Per . Per annum salary 
annum 
Name Last title eve: cere 28, | ‘salary Last a Naan 
Sept. 28, 8 Jan.1, | May 1, | June 30, | July 15, 
1944 1946 1946 1946 1946 


a a | ee | ee | | | Os 


OFFICE OF THE DiRECTOR—Continued ? 
Soil and Moisture—Continued 
NMarraret re atersOn= se oo ketene ee Accounts clerk__-.________-- On access roads____}......--.- GOAN S425 Sheen $2, 100 $2, 100 $2, 100 $2, 394 
Bsily CA Ord anes sees ne oer eh eo Duplicating operator_______- CAR =O iow Ee ses 1, 5003 (CAN 3s sees 1, 902 1, 968 ‘1, 968 6) 
VEL Gas Deni reses Seca ere Range examiner_______._---- On Soil ae POs dl peeee = eee ere Oo ca Ae A See fy ah Seine cB ine Pa Pagina mr i 5, 654 
! sion ro 
Fielemeiiviariswe ns orc twee cry ye th Aer ee ee Clerk-stenographer___.__.___|-._-- CLO SUECSA NE FSD ed CAF-5__._..- Tea ial I et ee Ne, Pr ty (eral Seka 1 2, 896 | 
AICO ELNohepuerdi mites = Wa ee ees CO LG)ae apa Reece, Pees a8 eres ove? 7 GE a ee Pa ee CVA S6 DY OSD Eh an SESE oe eet cae 2, 896 
EVeleileM ese see aot. cs ccwes fede gut eas Accomnts clerk 4 72a is5 2 244 cone UGs cee re CAPS Mo at Si es: Bee ee 2, 645 
JUNS Banners. sees ae es ee a ee Mail, file and record clerk___|____- COS eee SSS Lh ee OF .© IS Sen ce ees PURO ADT ol pee Te) ee ee eee 2, 620 
Narparet: Gerbereiae less te me ee ee ie: _Clerk-stenographer See ee (GAS pa eal apie LS VaR aa 8 CATARINA B Se Sea el sais aed wee aarreen 2, 394 
PCN LOG een er Oh i ect buena bea eee (Oceans eo ee Pee ak eee Se ip ern 64 EN 22 - CR Pe et Sil st eee ele Weenies 2, 394 
Working fund, Interior, Grazing Service (access roads): | 
' Hugh C. Pits EET We et ree Chief engineer_..2s_. 22 aOs oes Ll Pee. 2800 3) APSO tate bk ee 5, 600 (TY pe i era ee 
THEOM Se olan iceman et et he OP Sa eae i tae MMe recer ate > ee ea ae PaQE Se ey ie 2 QO | ABR aoe a oe eee ee 3, 200 3, 200 3, 200 (8) 
GeanceB Srartimss ss eet ees ti ee ee Clerk-stenographer________-_- CARB ee 1,620 "CA R-8- 0s" ae 1, 680 CORSE cle crak MER oe 
Vinredrptretersons. see se Pe Oey Lele pea he Se Sanaa fo CANS3 ti 1; 6206) C AHA re ere S 2, 100 Cad as od SN | ea ee 
Vir ginine HAW seen ooh a ek ee te Clerk-stenographer__________ CREB eres bs 15,620") Resignedcess sik ee SOs lire tee eel ate ee ee ae 
Diu Verre M. Corrough Na ah ie Ta ER ate iy Ge Clérksiyipist sas oo GAH H3io anode beh 1 6207} ee (oC) nee Maal Rae, RETR et | RR oO, OR Nairn oc eR LR 
IHOna VE Alita eet Pte Pa ee ee Blueprint operator-_________- (Oh. @ Ree ha ere 1,440 | To Soil and Ero- suk oka LIRa catltn An a eet eg oe 
; sion roll. 
REGION 2—UTAH 
Salaries and expenses: - 
Regional office: 
OharlesuneiVylooressst es ses ree a eS Acting regional grazier______ 1 PS ai oe 4 A 5; O00.) mp bet tee oes ee CREE re Pal ae (18) (18) 
Chesley P. Seeley_... 2... 2-22 eee Regional grazier__._________- a pele | 08 ek] ener pay eA ee 0 i eee Rea oe (14) 5, 600 5, 600 15 6, 384 
. ough. 
aro wx -Burpacksn es ee ae ee Assistant regional grazier.__.| P-4_-._-__.________ 4,000}: PaObe gets hee 5, 180 5, 180 5, 180 (8) 
MN tonVATCOMmane eit Stee eS Sie yes Grazier in charge of lands.___| P-3__..__.__--.__- 3p 200. aa ee a an aes 4, 300 4, 300 4, 300 (8) 
Beech ay COUN Rameaks 7 eer tN ee a ae Regional fire supervisor_-_-___ toll eo ape) Ae eae 2°600)| Popes oe 3, 640 (6)F os fate) tLe ee eens 
Glenni yl. Wioodwarde £23 2s 258 eek ead et C0 CG UI el cE a ag RRA Lm |. i AP pd Ba Ls [ob Se tt 18 IP5O Ere SOC cor iene | Mies SES 3, 750 3, 750 17 4, 400 
Botts aviarknam. 2 Foo Sor ee Se Range examiner______- pana pie am ae Ae CaP 12800" “iransferred TON G="]o tu a. ee ee eg Pee | eee 
F vada and Utah 
Soil and Mois- 
: Aan dy ture rolls. , 
Peomas DU Parmalee tos eee or ee Regional office manager - - -__ CA P-05 2). figs 2 3, 500.1 <Pransistred to Or- [2s Ceo a ee ee eae 
egon, 
Melvin W...' etersons 22 ie ee he eee (6 (ee a i I AS LED I ee paend frais eee OC AA 2 oe 3, 750 3, 750 38, 750 (18) 
oug 
\ 


901 
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F # . vil * 

- Theodore 8. MclIlheney__-._______- gi oe Be abide Clerk (accounting) ______ eet CAM Get ie Late es 2: 300;| CAN-6_ 6222227225 2, 760 2, 760 2, 760 3,272 
Helen. U .Tuddemhain ys ie ok Ae Clerk (personnel) . ________. CA Sos eat Me ie 2200" CAH 6 2a ee 2, 650 2, 650 2, 650 (7) 
SAUIEOTN MD CKEPSOLI Mtns 2 yt fade ot ot Ral oe Clerk-stenographer_..__.___- CAF4_ "elev il, 1,800 )}*CAF-4_._ 20-2. 4 2, 166 (8) we Ta ea Fo Ne Aversa 

UeeMe Vi TOMNSON ot a. Poe eee a ae GO ie ae Brak eee aah CA Wea sia a 1,860 |, CA F-4___-__.____- 2, 232 | 2, 232 2,232 |... . 2,544 
ORMA RICH ardsOMm eee Peng! Me he ie ey COE ae tan ier corde an LQ i Bia pg ae 1; 800° PO AF -400 05 see 2, 232 2,232 | © 2,298 7 
SGeORe Al TiOwWi Vie s6as eee, ots be ete ae GN Vey deere pha ee os ee rumadey ear 9) On access roads-_-_|___.__.__- | CAS 4 ey os 2, 232 2, 232 2, 232 (19) 
Dei oP eer SON JA a eal aie eee ee Clerk-stenographer -___.__- ay ee Pepe a O  1e(S APRA S Fey NG, [oe ee Oe ine 2, 166 2, 166 « 2,469 
ough. 
| ussiowvias GiOld no. oe gas Se ye GET RE he) MAREE Ds EUR CRA AB ea eas Me SL, 620: CARAS oe 2,100 2,100 2, 100 (8) 
Dale Heenan aie ees Sen ae Range examiner __._______. sey ery, Pubes ae Ba Dine yg) SEC aT 2 2, 980 2, 980 2, 980 - (8) 

: u ough. 

District 1: ; 
Dewane E. Jensen. __..02 2 ee Districherazier =. = yea eas FOS 12s ro es 25900 ahs ap ee - 8, 640 3, 640 3, 640 (2) | 
Hdamund He Mirdock. ose Gina tens ia ee a OD access POddSs sa}. 2. he Spe Ten enue iets te 2,870 2, 870 2, 870 (8) 
ASUS Bas WM 1) Es Ngai ees Seageye OE bp 8 ges ate District clerk-stenographer-. os m fey ate Trees eer ags COATW DEL s SA sat. 2, 540 2, 540 2, 540 3, 021 

ough. 

District 2: : 

\ Georges Wie Niathis 2 sieio Perk ie ha Gy Ae District grazier.. 2.222222 OS. 2 erat DONO iP 8s oe oa ao Ghee 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 (20) 

Us Marl Palen a ia te ae is Wa ee sae GET AZO Tee rar See SPH 7 eee a spite 2 S00 AR Oe Wee Ce Se 2, 980 2, 980 2, 980 (8) 
PACE aESEOW Di Ged Beek Ba eo Ny ee Ted yt a District clepk ss.) Si is a SE pi Bh ee eal pasiete cies aed “GPeNd hee. Mises See wabree. a 2, 166 25232 GUE breccia 
ough. 

District 3: 
pesto BARE opera Wg Xe bates abs Baten Bene Se Tn ea WI ree gk District erazier se hae Als Pr Oe em as OP ey 2 at PROTO SR Se aaa kere poe SAF 3, 750 3, 860 3, 860 4, 400 
lO WarG: FaBennelh. Go ee oA peace eg Graler sien atc ee a CPCLE ak Seas 2040S PaO pais Nae 2, 430 2, 540 (10) ean ge Togas 
INFAG IO OPO VCUIS ioe ei foe Pe ARON Sry a tye ae et a de Clerk-stenographer__________ CAH 3) esr ae 1620 P-Resioned ee 125 2-44) seis CHGS Se oh aa bal Recta Se he 
Veloy: Ho Butterfileldts cies ee District clerk-stenographer - Se ee) PITS |e sete CAA Raa ere i 2, 298 2, 298 2, 298 2, 620 

/ ough. 

District 4: 

BirnestpWarlsA ousess lees so Ue es bs District, Crarier= su. 2) eee POS=12)25 20 ee 22000 temo sarees wl ee 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 4, 150 
Ne As Grol. eek ete ee teu et he Cibazier’ i ee eae BPA cue eee a 2, BOO! |. Pritsa te yaaa Gaon Ue 2, 980 2, 980 2, 980 (8) 

a Wy PRECOC AL ESO NCLIS poses tec ey WTS Me CIO LEL oe ene or ee te CAF 3 pea AL 1, 620 mes Ol) and UNE OISs aie eee a re Cae nA eee ee ae ee ee 

ture rolls. 

District 5: 

Richard S.\Greenland.2 Ss Se DASEHICtATA7 ere ae. ee errr PSO eet Mo iaer ahs a et 25600 ate ae ee ee de 3, 090 3, 090 3, 090 (20) 
fs CLICTS Ae nats 2 Meet ee Aree lt DISUIe sclera a iake Wie CAP 4 ry 15.800; -On Soil.and (MOis-{)4- 25222 ot) bee ay eect ieee 
: turerolls. 

District6: Dalton Weeks 22 ee Districtiorazier.: 2s ) Ea in eon ip ere pe es 2,600 | Resigned_____ Re ae) te eck oe ee ee cake oo ke bee ea ew 

District 7: ae 
JEMEL SOT WADIA rds cee eesti LP et ees op oak ey Bea dO) a pr hte Cee Os EOS=1220 52 ah 2 O00E ep oes ae Oa ae: 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 4, 150 
CHnPOn eas elVLCKUnMn ON s=sse= oe se GAZI OP aul s fe san ee CPO yik ee at ae 2, 0406) «SPs 62 eee ae 2, 430 2, 540 2, 540 (8) 
Darwin Me Cushing 33 ewes re ah ee eed Clerk-stenographer__________ CASH 45 terete 1s BG0E RESIS TIO ates 5 a | ee | Ue ee 
Je eee ye Whiten ells cree te Ee Ne ei ee _| District clerk-stenographer_- a may je et da ARN CA R42 noe ae 2, 100 2, 100 2, 100 2, 469 

: ough. 
ISGSSIGSSAMIGINOS 2 hee oe Vg le Re De CLOSE ee een wet ee Silay las Sales tae cx tay ie elec Bg 9 (CASH Bets Sem ory ek 1, 902 (8). Ped een te se eee 

District 8: 

Sales CIN AY |OPSican ot ag eee ea toe District eraziers 2 24.202 22s Pa? Weer sie eer CI. 2-700 PeS2 Serer ee repo 3, 640 38, 640 38, 640 4, 150 
FOB els WY USOT ee eae er re oe eer es ak et dW AUS) pct ln lee 2 Wane eerie ED SPST ee er eee 2 S00), Rae at ora meeiene as 2,.980 2, 980 2, 980 8 
Grace TES Wind lays 26. Uae eee ae ee Clerk-stenosrapher 225s | 265.5 bie 2 hey ae pales eae (Cia Rie Sate ot eee ts 1, 968 1, 968 1, 968 (20) 

See footnotes at end of table, p. 127. 
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Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their titles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as of Sept. 28, 
1944, and Jan. 1, May 1, June 30, and July 15, 1946—Continued 


Per 
annum 
Name Last title SEN 28, | ‘salary 
Sept. 28, 
1944 
REGION 2—UtTan—Continued 
Salaries and expenses—Continued 
District 9: 
Earley Vis any 2 es eeet ese = hate be sere sy DIStrict Graziehes=.--— sere PE2e eset scones Sas $2, 600 
Thomas, bh. WW ortning tone. sie ssa. eect CIPSZIOr eae cee eat ee OP C~Tilaissnehe: 2, 220 
ETE S sAUCV VEL Mia il Seep ers eettcmmrte teeet patent, DAStrtCl ClonK SS. ec ie. 5 | Seige eee ere shes ag el 
District 10: Arendell K Hansen 222 os) ik IDISEPICE -CTAZICrY 2s 2 .e ese Pana eae She Nee eon 2, 600 
District 11: 
MOM aS SIMO tae eee ee See ey CO see ee ae ede es ECS31 2% tae as 3, 000 
ram kek IVI ergew sane Mane OL 2M se 5 (GLA ZICT pee ce 2 en et le eine fol Rens Rakes Ciel oe ea 2, 700 
lvimnan lVis-Pepersomesc i Se Ne OE! ee Clerks srs ag nS CAH 4s ste ee 1, 800 
Soil and Moisture: 
Regional office: 
Omit Gland 222 coke et tec ee Se ee Improvement supervisor___.} On access roads___]_____----- 
Bem Smear chariots knee fete ee ii en Range examiner___._.___-__- Ons Som ands Hrosc|so.25225 2 
: sion rolls. 
SahrancisehhoOmas = tos ne kates See Sars ee Engineering draftsman_-_____ On access roads... _}]_=-_------ 
Stanley, cs ak Cre pease tora ee De Se es, eee ae (ONS 2 eS ape ere eny Awe ae fe ech Rarer en ee raul 600 
UVa XeA MD LOWE Sa teeetet ae ect an Meta Se AoW hs eae COP Seer a One military “fir-+|222 22s 
; p lough. 
Raphi Vat Chel sas seer areas ee Be a ae A. dmIpiSirative aAssistante: Le (ee Se et ee ae | ee 
Bit Hs Eee Wait erate ty oe oe eS at ew Fiscal accounting clerk_____- On access roads-__|_...--.--- 
PATON Os OOEAK alee ot lo TN as Se ee Olerk-ty pist22 sete ad oe A ne 1, 500 
elensuie huddentham 2622. 22 Sue 8 ess bee CE Ks Ue ea 2 ee Oe S| ee pene te Seay cet Mecca AD 
DOM aL CHALdSO Meme ee ete ak ane ee ee Cilerk-stenogra pene. a) 22s |e ees CP ers ee ee 
District 1: 
Aren Wilson Richards’ 56. ease 2 ae Range examiner_____.._____- (Pia | 42 ees Nene ee 2, 000 
HSSIG ANT ViG@anthy pwewa a oe ee Lk Clerk-stenographer___._-___- (9). Sep ohe hae 1, 800 
OSS aD, C.0D Desi see beet fa SPN Ss aa ee Foreman ses ass fee = 8 CR EC-Sies or sr Saat 2, 200 
Udeacrit be OUT), ey alioe as Somes Se 58 eo GO sc Maree es ese ee OP C-82213325 4. 2, 200 
District 3: 
ATMOIG May LOM CHS=2 80 atts os see ene are Range examiner__.....----.. Ses veal 2 ane, 2, 000 
NEITEOR Pe Greay eSenss sees Se Be nes 8 MOPCMaH 2s she sess ee oe On access roads--_-_|..-.----.- 
District 4: 
BW SCE RODELESs eae oe oes oe ee hee! 8 Clerk 3: nac as sao nae ce Meee On Soil and Ero- |___--.2--- 
% sion rolls. 
pagiie BE Batty ec sees ee as BH OREMIQN 220 4 Sezer se Sees On access roads_.-.|_.---.-.- 
District 5: 
Wlerka: [ose pee we eS tae On Soil and Ero- |_.-------- 


Effie VAT BOLCTS eee ree te he I 


sion rolls. 


Last or present 
grade 


es ee es 


Jan. 1, 


1946 


$3, 090 
2, 650 


Per annum salary 


May 1, 
1946 


$3, 090 
2, 760 
2, 100 
3, 640 


3, 640 


3, 200 
(7) 


2, 870 
2, 166 
2, 760 
2, 320 


June 30, 
1946 


July 15, 
1946 


Se 


SOT 
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Ulysses BevGlendiner Suites cy eegey ste Ok aS HOreiaati co oS sy de ote Oni Ranvenshm= 2222235 25 GEC Sn 2, 760 2, 760 (10) aia ees 
provement rolls. 
District 6: 
Gt Vi lord clisels Su ktse Sues g) See he ae ees Olerk ns ee eee he CACHE OM soon seek 14407 Resigned cdset oh cag eeee bb -Uase hal pane me ceo e s eeeees 
idles AON Thar ol Ce oe eee Ee eae a 2 C5 Cs Rear eed oe ere PRON A Pad ce noge ar oe B Apia om GANG os kapdgies (23) Pet ARE OE TRIP ye iL ey 2, 394 
District 7: 
G@harlesmw.. Vienzies? 22 -. lh ve ts bet eee Range examiner®.-{ 2. ---2 22 pot Soe Se Soe AT 2, OOO enarabede cs. ¢ 5 ielisn eee on|eact~ seen |- sae ie en aes ta 
MNT yrvini to. NobIOs. 7e-0 oso Ae 20 tg nce eel seats OMe Peisd see eee On military fur- |--------:- PHO SE oe ea Sees oes ee ees 2, 980 2, 980 3, 397 
ough. i 
District 8: Paula E. Hazelbush___.____._---------- Clerk-stenographer--___---_--- CAM =450 6228s so F2 {; 800" On “military far sd e252 ea ee eee 
‘ ough. 
District Gs COuwayel se lalryie- cesses seao sso ees Range examiner__-_-__------ oe Hoses Puts -|222 eee Pale ees’ oo ne Ra eee DORs aes cre 
ough. 
District 10: 
aro Gee SDlersas seas ea ee ee oe eel ee Ose Oe ue Oe, on ed aie oe ea ange 21000 te Rela sees See 2, 980 2, 980 (0) Pee ees 
WelandebewA lenses 2a) aeons Dee ee ee ace isceee COR eee. Sed ates on military fur- }-+-------- Pe? Seer ce eee 2, 760 2, 760 2, 980 3, 397 
: f t) ougn. 
ibys Ve, bunderson!s.se=s--- tas ea Cler kee seer ites go esa he CAH =4s ses see 1,800 | CAF-4_____.__-__- 2, 166 2, 166 2, 166 (19) 
Nels Bogh._._..-.-----..--------+--+----------| Foreman_-._-..---.---------|-.------------ Tee hee ene Late OPiCeO 2: © 5252 cok (9) oti RS Fi ee 2, 870 3; 272 
Raymond Houghton se 2. 22 S2cssse2 <2 <5 2e3 |b <9 56 (ope ae Rela eater AE pei ee a TALY {r= 222 o ae CRC... 2h. pases ¢ omens | 2, 496 (10). eta ee eee eee 
Z ough. . 
ironnet bul. ROIds cay toe e sa econ etok des jase (aK Qecnteely EASE ee ina, On access roads-_-.}----.----- GP.O285 22032 aes 2, 540 (LOY RS | Boater | Nees 
District: 11; Lyman. M. Peterson.:-_..------------< @lerkic ut. 22a ee ee oe On Soil ae Ero- (224225522 (GP. Ee Satie es er i Bt oe 2, 232 2, 232 2, 544 
sion roll. 


Working fund, Interior, Grazing Service (access roads): 
Regional office: 


Omelmil Giannis ss es oe ele oe sees Improvement supervisor....| P-4..-.-.--------- 3, 800 | On Soil en IVE OISs ts etapa ae eae eee) | eae 

a5 ture rolls. 
Oreshre wD OuUMOr = oes ak S See esse PNOUMGChE Sa oo aes eel wer net Paste Ae BF 200" Pao are ae ah em es 3, 750 3, 750 3,750 4,275 
VGH TAancis KU MOMMAS = Ute ue So oes SS BO oe Engineering draftsman--__--_- SPS6 sate eke 2,000 | On Soil ae IVE Ol gH | Fe | eee eee aoe | ee ee Tes 

ture rolls. 
CeQrPesn OWL 20-30 ceo caseeneauns nes, Clerkew ee aire Bao eee eos CARA 4 eee se T3607) On Soll-andyEr0- has 4 gaa 2 a geo pae ee 2, 620 
sion rolls. 
iMlbetteleek Pratt ove cece eee re pe Ota ee Ss oe (OP. a Sire Sm a eae 128007 Pransferred ec 2c | Sek SS eh es ees ee eee 
ACM OV Tey ie ee ers i ee ee ee (6 lo yuapepeee ey Mace emer Uae SS care CAM ste o ies? 1, 800: | VO “S 04 P aad je. oo reals -Seeesa t=) eee 
: Moisture rolls. 
WMIOFOTICS! ie eines ey ae call ee ee eS ed See Clerk-stenographer---_-_.---- CAR Soir eb: 1, 800") Resigned 22 oso 0 2s ce oe I ee |e ee oie 
Vee avie) DAaKeIeeers so Mee rae ees ok ee ees @lerk-typist221 = 22-42-59. 46 CARS Sem. a. 2 ee 176202 | 2333 Ce Uc ag See kbp ge Se cee On ey ie na aD tran a andi mel See 
Sa geval poe Qhgs wae Bali Ween pe ee ese nena gg sen Clerk-stenographer---------- GAP a3 eo ae 16205). C A Bois suk eee 1, 968 1, 968 1, 968 (8) 
qoah-G-APelersoUy eee ae te eee Pe ee Clorkge re on PO ee CIATED sae 1500;| Bransferred to (22.528. - Soi iscce ee |S Se a eee 
; Office of the Di- 
- rector 
gM graneen Ghi 167s) t Gad me cage pape 1 MMMM gees aaa ee, AGMINIStratiVie assistants see (it eee see eee ee ee OARS lars a eee eae ee eo 3, 090 3, 090 (©) 
FATAL We EAS WV.COSOM tet oe Se eee eee Storekeeper_._-------------- GABA) oes c ise 1-960 |; Resigned: < 22. le be sb 25 aes cos) pee eee 
Elem ye tis Vlas eee et oe ee ee eee Maintenanceman__---------- a ES far; (petite aot OPO tee eos sone 1,770 1, 770 2, 020 
ough. 
District 3: fe ' 
Dawe Bimal sss scot Vue Sees Cleese oee eros ser oy Nal oe EES, said 1) 440°: Separatedce. 222-2) a5-5 ose ce be gate eee een eee 
reds eWKCS eae eases soe eee Cone MOreman sous see me peat firs) en eee CPOC=933. 2 2, 870 (22) sea Piaeh Sect Ue ares A 
ough. ; : ace 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 127. 
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Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their titles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as of Sept. 28, 
1944, and Jan. 1, May 1, June 30, and July 15, 1946—Continued S 
Per Per annum salary 
annum ae 
Nati Has title silts Pept: 28, salary Last or Ore TW PETRA GG Spe ET | x 
Sept .28, g Jan.1, | May 1, | June 30, | July 15, . 
1944 1946 1946 1946 1946 a 
REGION 2—UtTan—continued ; 
Working fund, Interior, Grazing Service—Continued iapal 
District 4: ss 
Hamund Hee iwilurdoek...-=.- oe go2 oe oe Lae MOFEMANC ec chisowe eet eee CPC-9!._. 2.3 $2, 4007] ‘Transferred! ton|>ssceeesct |W o. See nee eee eee oe eee ees i 
other rolls. > ie 
ADOTOWsd SOU Dee weenie Cae ban ue tebe aagte OD Soto as cote ee sae GPCRS Jo oe oe 2; 200, |: Separated. O06: 21s) oso otek ]s dade co] eee te eee KS 
TCHS be oS abeVee ee os Soe ts ee ha eo LO as A ord ned a SB CPRG=8 tle. eee 2000's TEamsterred Ol) \4 eee swee | 2 ot ee ae SL ea eae | Ope 
other rolls. © 
District 6: Neil Kent Johnson__._.--.--.:---------|--- idols Ao Te Ay aN ial ee ae i See ea A a CPO 2.) $2,870 | $2,870 Qyith lee iA Sey 
Districty: Milton ®. Greaves..:..3 22.2). 2-224 ]en2 GiGi Sas must ate eee OR O=99o oto eb 9 300L 2 T ransferred“ton| = elas) ee rae Bie ees | ee eee 
other rolls. > \ 
District 8° Grace’) Findlay..--._...2-.-4...20-2. Clerk-stenographer.___-._--- CAF-3... 22.2224 1,820) Gig = Hb 5 Ne PORT ee es feed eae eee Z 
District Go Nore Harbison. 2-25-52 kos 2 8 See, ler kee Sete ee oa saeeear A Pree se eee 17440 ;;| Resigned 4 35 oF |e eee Sh ee [he ee ee ee eee S 
District 10: 
Kenneth Wield. cccceec aco aes ec kn edewee Forenian 2002 2. ye ORG 2s Lt ag200: 1 SP Pe meter nedite: |i2 sob oe tae ee, herrea q 
\ other rolls. M 
Niels JiDoph te ioee se ret a Be ee OU Us teh hu so Tei a ies en ne pane ieee CROs0e ay oik ae 2, 870 PAE "VAI ha abe E) eart pes ts, mi 
Range improvements within grazing districts (25 per- roy 
cent fund): as] 
Histicwleswomery le Snyder 0 te ate ae ee OSS tse Se oe Om jailitarysturet | sc s- ese CROSSE-che Nae | Ps ea eae 2,540} $2, 540 $2, 896 
lough. kg 
District 3: ‘ ci 
MeltOnUP. Greaves foot: jy 8 50 ee a LO Sa Ns = a Rad | ene ee ORE ee ae oe Pek Aa tore GPROH0 Ue Ne saan 2, 760 TOD (2et cer pepe: |r See to 
TEC aOW ne ae he aie hes Ls SN ie [ERO PALO OLY Laue WO ean cine hI ORE or ape eter lee eur ae CRG SOs io tectat ihe. eee 2, 870 2, 870 3, 397 iS 
Distriet 47 Wiysses@, Gardner. 2 ores et es Le ea ab Ga atig ata See RE OP OS fe st 2 9004 ran skerréed! to) fire. coe Se. oo Se, eae eee a 
other rolis. : Q 
Districts: 3Norman.W,. Sargent. 225. 226222 eae G02 i ae eee et COP O-82 52 sa 2200: |\-@PC-8 7 fees 2, 760 2, 760 2, 760 3,146 ow 
District 6: > 
NetiKentwonnson.: c2ass cee ol sett ae ee ee 5] OS eee ee ae OS SA eg a te rend I We Pam OP WAG eo one Shame tee Re ie Oo 2, 870 3, 272 Z 
OTSOM ID ACOs ws lee ee so Nee Ne oh en eee ee Go Ser ieg Mews Sue ear CR.Oe7e 222 a 2,040 | CPC-8_...._____-: 2, 540 2, 540 (CLOVES Aa ot orca o 
REGION 3—NEVADA-CALIFORNIA “ e 
Salaries and expenses: 
Regional office: 
Nicholas W. Monte.-_-_.--- fires Yj suet Die Oe Regional grazier_..-__.-.-.-- ee eal, eae oe ark 4 G00 PH Bs ce es fi Ge sou 6, 230 6, 230 (8) 
U ceoha © Regs Bd g(SY GASH (a bese ce eS 2 ie ee cnr SY GOA sata e Be ad Ts MeN he i Se eek. Ae UN eR 0 cot te, eR ee ACE fe ae eco ee Oe 7, 581 
POV el eermond soe ages kr oe Roost oud Assistant regional graziery 220i Sool ae tie Pees Peo eeete  e oe (44) 5, 180 5, 180 (25) 
Holling eU ssery se a oS ee igs onc bee Grazing range manager-_-_....! FCS-14. ___-___-_- 3) OOO (MP H4 eke seas a asl ord 49300, (E) ieee | ea caro Ete ed oe Peel 


" ; id 
Miveit Ls Botting wat ie fe wad eh ee Fire supervisor. ....---2-.--- WOS-18) tha: 2, 900 
Fanneth By Platts 2o eis eo lancer! LANG e OXOTOINGE 2 Lees ie On. military: fur="|2 722.7 
ough. 
Wesley Jicbates cues o2 sf oce ee ges aT tN Paverqu clerk <2 eat ee Ca Ree ees ae: 2, 900 
“wDoOrotitysC.,WeAss. sa Seruee se TS OI OOV Kets de eects oe ee CAR-6.00 2h 23035. 2, 000 
Viola Vin OUMROD es ee tees oe oe Clerk-stenographer__....---- GAR soe ee 1, 980 
Pear id earean We sees ak wae cet LEM 2 el ed CARA HE Liss 2, 100 
Pdith Wore. 0H Ae Sere oe ge | Clerkeslenographer, 7: 2 iaces2 OARA2. ue 20 be 1, 440 
Weyriies Perle ies cos eet Seca. Ph ec aie te Clerk-typist: 284 se eo CEA Haaren ites, 2% 1, 620 
aAtiaon -hhy. SPOON seit 42.4 foo oso ee A COOUNTING: Clerks 75 Were eA ie a ee SS ie SR) ee eas 
JE VeAe INDO DCL Veaiew Ua iee co eee or Tae ee Clerk-stenographorits7 -.* Wee an oe ae eee ols 
INVOTIIG Es Orie se os eiakenis Caen DN ee Clerk4ty pists... 3) 2eae On agcess roads Pol} z.. 545- =< 
Nevada 1: ' 
Warned BS babi eee ie he ee District:erazier. 2-2-2224 POS=125.- 222 25. = 2, 900 
Gerald iP restartes..0.-02. suc 8 Jan bets GAZIOr Sener es BS Paleae sae. 2, 300 
arola’ V.« Hocpers.)- a. 22 ae ke es Clerk-stenographer__.____.-- CARR 3 eee) 1, 620° 
Bie Mir Balle once sires on oe a ee Se Oe Ti Lee en Oe 8 Sater ee Ae na 
Nevada 2: 

4 Derrells 8. Wilwitler ment eee tt District praziey.s ..d-...¢-22 SB ABU ees AS Tee 2, 600 
mens Wiehertzers Wow veeseon nee es ae eh, ~Grazier aide. 272.0 222 CRE at ait. ake 2. 100 
opan OS Mortons: 202302 4: a.) oes Bee Ss (GT ATION! 2a ae Fhe Oe oe military (fur-|2255 4.2: 

ough. 
Dorothy McNeer.-_---------------- RE pases Wy need Clerk-stenographer__-_------- CAR=4 coe ee 1, 800 
MavOunertCMArts re es ee Tee KG Bigpem  ne are le ee ya = Ei | AC a Te Rg GN SEN a ee | 
Nevada 3: 

henry Vampe Agee 2.4215) oo eet ee Districtgranier << -..22.-2-- TD AEE eet 2, 700 

Mel AAC OlAT eee he Seon rae Sa a MN SS (GRAD TET ee Olt Ee ge eke BNE Sea Ll we eae ae ea Sei at 
IBCALTICR SAN OM reat ee. oe Fe oe PE Clerk-stenographer__-------- OARS RUa eens a 1, 620 

Nevada 4: 

Bo Delbertar alonwrs oe ke en ses eee ek District prazier. ee Pa Dk see sa ea 2, 600 
HPGL AB a hlAM URW 8 1 BES th bate ane Tas ee odie Senate ese lee ae DLC ee eet CG Ek eee CPCS is eee 2, 100 
Wea NE eaChiSe see: fe hea as Piece pote ee Salk Range examiner_____-------- On amilitary” fur=-). 2.22 

lough. 
Donald aly mock saeees Neat Dee Se ee ees COS a ae ee sy ees apes Oe ee eee |e So Nt 
HLCIEHAS ee WieSOLE= k. he tee tng eu Se Clerk-stenographer__-__----- CAR S38 reo ge 1, 620 
Thomas H. McConnell _ st, fy SrA GS Ee GOR at Ole Se ee ee ee tines ates re re ee gee Me SRE ee te 
ysl 5; 

EWE WAC leDyesten a? meee lee ae TDISULI CORA ZIEL 02 ee q RE AE ie ee ka is i 2, 800 
fineion A Toupee DPT She aang trae eS Sk aes Clerk-stenographer._-_------- CAP asicn eis deere 1, 620 
Hiennethe Ae BIthinun tase ere ee ole Sos Ps 6 separ lane A Wea a ed al | AA Sey lag eal Stee | a Ba 

California 1: 

SOlivicht istic baat ey ne ee ean 5 District-orazier: +s. 2 2k On Soil and Mois- |_---_----- 
ture rolls. 

August L. Rohwer_. ------------ RT sek yl Mee ae CO ees eee Se ee ee PaO se eee ey 2, 800 

iow ardsel~ HM plest 2b soe ose SESS ee Grazvier 2 eee ee wees On Range Im- |.-.---.---- 

pee ay rolls. 
lennon Mella tiaees 5. be ws Oe epee OU ae Clerk-stenographer-_.-------- GAHS4 2 eae 1, 800 
IDOFOLT yew DA TMOU aot een ewe. Le ee |i fs Po yeas seabe ae viens antl ER ™ Wrest yt) APR ANS 1 para e Soid ane AaB et SR 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 127. 


es ee 


* * o 
IAB eee Thee Whereas 1a 3, 640 3, 640 
P-4 Sintaadinsn mam adeesalaebwmeoawee a oll a aa's = an mne 
CATES Oe crits Oh 3, 310 (10) 
GAR 5 1h ot . 2, 430 2, 540 
Transferred to 
New Mexico. 
PG ASHE Say es ba se 2, 540 (10) 
CATH Scar oa sore 2 1, 902 1, 968 
Mian SCTE OGvs 222.0 me ty BOR Le (eke ee Ok aa ee ae ee ee 
CAF-6_....<.2-.-- Coe ri so 
Sal saa aes, SN Ot a (27 2, 298 
OA RS3. 252 ave es 1, 968 2, 034 
4 Wei ee ke 3, 640 3, 640 
Si aes be 2, 760 2, 760 
Resioned =. <i ia ote ee oe eee eae 
CRRA eee ee) 2, 100 2, 166 
Bei yi as 3, 640 3, 640 
SRG. 2 eens 2, 540 ) 
SPR ee ee or pe eS er 2, 870 
CAT-C35 5 2, 166 (10) 
(AGHA Be oi Ore Mice aage ene hee es Se 
BAG oo eee Oe ee 3, 640 3, 640 
SPA core ae 2, 650 8) 
CA Pat ee 2, 100 2, 100 
sO. Fase Sey a lie 3, 640 3, 640 
SP oe ee 2, 650 2, 760 
PE OSENG Oe ADU Tere he oie bee et 2, 760 
EO ae ee ORS eee ace 2, 980 
Resigned occ c 2 21k sa Os Eee os ee ee he ee 
CONS BR oO a CEE 2, 100 
je Sis ano mae ee ere 3, 310 3, 420 
Resigned Be Ree ee Pater BE oT | ce Cline aes 22 SN es Ne eye ade Ag 
CABS4 Seer ® (29) 2, 166 
Goons bi eA hg 3, 640 (10) 
Pap Ah arate Dearne 3, 310 3, 310 
6 PT irate ese 2, 650 2, 650 
(PpAnSferred cc fade oe | Ne 2 aa es ie caer 
aes ud ie.) ae ee ee 2, 100 2, 100. 
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Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their titles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as of Sept. 28, 
1944, and Jan. 1, May 1, June 80, and July 15, 1946—Continued 


Per Per annum salary 
Maris Last title Grade, Sept. 28, rae Last or present 
1046 Sept. 28, grade Jan.1, | May 1, | June 30, | July 15, 
1944 1946 1946 1946 1946 
REGION 8—NEVADA-CALIFORNIA—Continued 
Salaries and expenses—Continued 
California 2: ; 

\ JObN=W 7 OTiswOldes25. ee ee District grazier__......-..-.. bee ny Sel pe $2/600r ge 3 se eee ates $3, 640 $3, 640 $3, 640 (6) 
HICSSOUEY pIKAT keer et art Re A Sen ee Se eee et ee COE ee ree ee P=) eat P ha te een 2;:600"-1: Resigned cid eec22 seo o a alias eae eee ee 
Walham JiDa Viess sooo ee (Grazierees) eee ee Qn., Range ~ Im- }-.22) 22. S P08h3 2 Ss oe 2, 430 (8) ete nals SE eR ee leach 
: provement rolls. 

WErnONsVANSINOLManeet a2 oe oaes oe e Grazier aide. =u. 2-22-25. CREA Caf aes 2, G40 IA Resigned sass 20s oe ees ed lar hr ce pee | ee 
Bery)] Vida: Hotmer: == 25222202 = tee Clerk-stenographer_________- CA F-4___________- 1,800 j-.--- One sei So Uae ee Se | a Se | a ae ee eae ae 
Bessieskh. Cahiers sys hoes Se eoaee 0 ee TSM ae Me Broek: BV. r oe amen aos) MO ae ne re OARS See 2, 100 (1) ra Sats Se | Seon eens we 
DAVIGE Wirt artleyac. festa: ta lo: ee ae So ae Gecets mee ona te hl joes) ate ge at bene Be Deer eee CABS oO see seers 2, 100 2, 100 (8) 
Soil and Moisture: 
Regional office: 
EPRI TOT rece sce se sok oe tie yee ett Improvement supervisor____| P-3_.__..______--- 3; 700" |; Bransterred= Joes | ass ee | aie ees Ore Se ee ee 
IELCTIRV GRAN VGISS eee ee ee eee WMPINCCY tees ones ee ee On access roads___j}-.-.-.___- PSOE Nera one 3, 970 3, 970 3, 970 (8) 
Stewant/ Kerissse we Ge ee ee re Range examiner_____.______- RS ES oe 9,.400- |p Poe ee 4, 300 4, 300 4,300 | . $4,902 
BCOMTICEMAD er dah ce. a a, Me ry bee a MEDS ee RG spe a ee ean Me (eerie rae See eps Paaeeee Babe Se (22) Ge NTE ie oe alin oo 4, 902 
JiolmuRia phaelees Satake ae Nee ee Regional-office manager. __-- CAR S8e eee s. 2,900 | T eouet Mia LO>l toc ie Daa ree sar | Oe ake es eee ae 
other rolls. 
Charléssh wD Cal. 222 woe he oe ee te ae administrative as- | On Oregon rolls___|...._____- CAF-10.2.2- 20-22. 3, 640 3, 750 3, 970 4, 526 
y sistant. 
AIGONSH SS POONEL tes sass ree oe ar EO ee ACCouTting Clerk <7 2228 52 2) see eo ees | ae ee CAF 62.22.21 s222- (20) Miss SS a eee 3, 021 
HC leAN OA Ub CHES ase atten oo Soe ee ee ee ler iitr : essa ae ee CAT ose 2,100 | CAF-5________-__. 2, 650 2, 650 2, 650 3, 021 
Julia MSR oOMOCK tas Se se as eee eee ey Ue gece oper- | CAF-3___-..__---- 1,740 | CAF-4___________- 2, 100 2, 166 2, 166 (8) 
ator. 
Ruth L. Fregger__-_-_-. EE BE eta ea Be Clerk-stenographer._____.__- CAWa3 2422 25232 1,620.) Reésignedz os. Vos le See ol So ee Soe wn Se en 
rene Bs Smitha © ea a ee Se ae als eee (Sho pao e eae a Gta aN: b= tees <a Webs reget we eres 7 Ce CAR 326 1, 902 1, 902 1, 902 (8) 
HidwardeCs Bangses. 222i ew eR ie Se Engineering draftsman_____- SiO 2 tee 28 5 edie 2, 000°) ‘SP-62- 222222 4-22 2, 540 2, 540 2, 540 2, 896 
VOSCWHEI TONES sets ae en eS lcte Sere. NOL Oe a | we Lee 8 (0 aes tes Oe eee as ra a oa ees LUT eee ae se SO PS4es5 25-2 te oes 2, 034 2, 100 2, 100 6 
ough, 
Nevada il: - 
Boni SalViearihams erste. 02 sur. er thes eee Range examiner__.__-.___-_- On Utah rollst2223)_ 2.2231. Bas Sea AAS ES 3, 640 3, 640 (So eee 
Te Wil MeL AT SOM 5. fee a he ce Go eee pie sa ae GG See Se Sen eas On Arizona rolls__|_----_.--- jy ieee eine eee 3, 310 3, 310 3, 310 (20) 
Nevada 4: William N. White__-_-_-._--__-._-__22-2_|-2-_- (GG Witsoe Saar hae IRE On Colorado rolls_|.-.--._-_- (EY) ee aie ae eae 2, 980 (8). opr pie ees eral See aay ee 
Nevada 3: James C? Frarrell.-.0...0¢5_ 55202 os 5-22 HOLCMIAN eens: oe eee CR Cahn sass -2,300.| CPC-8.__-_-.._-_- 2, 760 2, 760 2, 760 . 8, 146 
Nevada 5: Robert A. DeVoge-.. 2-2 2 CO Bree Sea SF oie CPC] s sa ea. 2; 020 |Separateds. 25.22.15, 2a tee ee ee eee 
LaImMessystOSii neon sean eee ook dee eek | eee Cole ie a ee peed ety ae Ay vs fOT= liek aaa CEC=i Rent Tb See eee 2, 496 2, 496 2, 845 
ough. : sig \ 
Nevada 4: Donald E, Dimoch..-......-.- SE Range examiner... el al a Be Of other rolls.c.c2 422-2220. has Wee wetted ae ee eer eet Oe ee PRE AR 3, 397 
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aa 


w - os * 
Working fund, Interior, Grazing Service: 
Regional office: 
Plenry, Re Wiss. 2c eee eee t gt ee eee WMogineer 22-02 See) oes ke i 52s Sacre cals PRE 3,000 ea ransterredst0s| 1. eee |e. eee ec Cae eee ee se ee 
Soil and Mois- 
: : ture. . 
Tynoti Be Root. 5 cect oe. he ee ee 2 | upervisor mechani 2.2223 CP.C-10:2. 5-35.22 2,600: | Resigned 2.2210 22|tbosexta hee see Pans ae i eee 
Nellie M. Corle___._-_. [Se oO Sone Deere ae Clerk-typist-.¢ 222-22 425.2-2% CAR=35icseoe 1,620 NT ransterre d= to.s)see shee Seles ae ae Eo ee 
; . Soil and Ero- 
{ sion. 
Range improvements within grazing districts (25 per- 
cent fund): : 
California 1: Howard. H. Engle__...--...------.--- Poreman ooo ae oes Se CPC-8 2a. fot es 2; 2006 © PC- 8a cae (23) ah Ae Se Sie an Me 3, 021 
Nevada 2: William M. Parsons. -___------.---------|----- (6 Cae tate ai tr igs a oleae, CPREO-82) es 27300) (CPO-8ss2 aaa 2, 650 (S)s22. Ve Seon |e 2 ees 
Regional office: Edward S. Anderson_-_-.-.--------]----- Cae neti ete Wet Bete Me CPO Be ie ae 2,040 1b CPC=7.25.2-4 5272! 2, 364 (8) jor eee Seapine ee 
California 1: Henry Streeter Reinhardt__.-_-...---|----- GOP Ee See Se ee CPC-f2 222 ee 22000eResipmed oseae ts te oe oe FS <e ee lle  eee e L ee 
California 2: William J. Davies.....---..----------|----- Oe settee awe ees cue OPO] kei ivene 2,.040:4 "hransterreds-COil-2. cae eee Ie ee ee eee 


Soil and Ero- 
sion rolls. 
Nevada 4: Elmo H. Holman.-._-......--.-.-------=/----- do CPC-7 2, 430 (16) 


Nevada 2: Logan S. Morton__.-.-.--_.----------.-|----- Oe ee Berar OO Ae 9 ft ee aioe ae ea See at ce eee @PC-8s 522525 245 (23) Sap ae eos eae ae) ee 
REGION 4—OREGON 


Salaries and expenses: 
Regional office: 


Kenneth:-C-. ikelere-2 222 34 seine co eee .--| Regional grazier__......---.- Avie el RS ee 4, 600+) 2Pab2SeLS 2b eee 5, 180 5, 180 5, 180 (8) 

Harry Re Rullere 3 ee oo oe See ie ee ee Fire’supervisor__._....2----- ES Fore wake ae 3,200" | P8520 Ee 3, 750 3, 750 3, 750 4, 275 

Charles Wh Dean 22 sree re ee oa ue Regional office manager - ---- CAF-8__.._.....-- 3, 000 ee tO cN @-s) e223) oa |G ae eee ee ree ee 

is vada. ; 
Thomas L: Parmelee. 5. -.22.5222-2252-2222-sc Bernal administrative as- | On Utah rolls_..._|_--------- CAF-9__..._...--- ' 4,190 4, 190 4,190 (8) 
sistant. ’ 

Roland S Davidson es 125-220 lee asee sae Clork tes: Spc ee so ae. On Soil an Mois-2|2o sie oss CAPS <2 2 ss 2, 760 2, 760 2, 760 (8) 
ture roll. 

Mildredviss ROSOE en sates ore eee Sel te (6 Ca RS a, AP eth ae eee GOUACHE baa ee a ees 2,000 | CAF-5__-_._._-.-- 2, 4830 2, 4380 2, 430 (6) 

UNOITLIN: LOPNOl ooee cc Ge Conc elon geeselleee ae 0s tos eae Be Gry, fore ieene eee CAH-5. 2225. 2, 540 2, 540 (3) nek Vipera 
ough. 

JOCVIs. DBl Delete cs. | seaase see Range examiner__._..-.-----|----- (COCs ea oS eee 9 Se il RCI Si see pei | ee oA 2, 980 2, 980 3, 397 

District 1: 

Herbert A; Pollard sat 221s. ee ede ee District grazier_...__....---- Be se eae ies ewes 2,600cs bso eae eeoee 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 (8) 
Walter H. Campbell 22. 322.) le oo ee | eee OSL Core Ses SS On elite fur-3|22 eee Peg aes fee) Soe see Bh eee See eee 3, 640 4,150 
ough, ; 
Eleanor I. Giese.__.._- CWC cca i pe sr TE ey ts Clerk-stenographer ._-.....-- CAR=3222-245.2 16207 Resigned 202220 sale She a | eee ee ee nee 
Grace J «Christensen: .: 2-2 2 ete LO ae Pe ee RE OMENS eI ae ete ee See don a CAP=3. 225. 554252 1, 902 (B) 5 Sales eae Ne f Pasbaieon ea: is 
BIO VCs 100 G Set tee ee ee ee Olerkexn2 Se ee ee, On military fur- |_-.--.---- CA Fob are alee oe 1, 902 2, 320 (6) 
; lough. 

District 2: * ; 
At OtAMOLrd cere se oe eee see ee ee ee eT District grazier__........---- b ee {eared Ney ae ae Soe OOOOH SEaHo = Saas ees 2, 640 3, 640 3, 640 (8) 
Robert B-Omicer ose eaten at TAZIOF.2 52. SA eae ae O * pee fUPs 9252 lp deees SPAT 5 /Suteeemeans lags eee 2, 540 2, 650 (6) 

ough. 
Shirley25:-OCOSeIN se eee. a es ee (6 Voi Cel Seek le i nas aot a pe arma eer Ria oa Gomi a Be one CPOs] 222 2s545_2 2, 480 (Oia ie ee eS a eee 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 127, 
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Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their titles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as of Sept: 28, 


1944, and Jan. 1, May 1, June 30, and July 18, 1946—Continued 


Name 


REGION 4—OREGON—Continued 


Salaries and expenses—Continued 
District 2—Continued 


Horthewd-Ax Gearhartse e225. 
BrancisiG “Rigerter. sk eon os 


District 3: 


Wiartin ds Gattis ooo eee oe va 
~ ‘Leslie W. Holmquist. 2=_..!2.-.--. 
Howard R. Ly EBS RAL Ck pene ens ee ge 


Margarita Arrien_ ___-_-- 1d ST RUNGUE GN rage 


District 4: 


Thomas E. Campbell_:.._...__.__...- 
Arthur Seales oos shel hei ees 


District 5; 


Een Oe Payers a ee aS 
Virginia M. Swendig_____________- Nb 


District 6: 


Saimpoli mo Bennettec. 6. 
Louine Comstock__.--.-2.--.2 22. _-- 


Squaw Butte: 


William AySaw yer ?. oo eo get os se 
PE A MUL Walle le Vn aes core Ree 


Soil and Moisture: 
gional office: 


WonalaeZ. WoPINS: ssl fo as 


Kenneth B. Platt 


Geneva A. Norton-_-_-.______.__-___. 
Joo Wilen-Migesi. 24 oso 
Bill A. Petrowicz-.--- Sas Mee oy 


Mad Ri Bevis Winter esa oy.) 


Per Per annum salary 
Last title Grade, Sept. 28, aaaee: Last or present 
t0a¢ Sept. 28, grade Jan. 1, | May 1, | June 30, | July 15, 
1944 1946 1946 1946 1946 
Sees ne bes Clerk-steénographer... 221 o a) “CARS? 2. ed olay * $1440 ls Resigmeds vaca Se ea ee eee 
te he | ener GO... eiecn ie id eh da abe OM bar fap CANE Roe cr cae eee ee Oy $2, 320 (8) 
lough. 
Pee 5 Distrieterazier...co<seusee.c| PE OS=12. 20 se 2 QOD Oe ers hele eet ahs $3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 $4, 150 
Vs Af Ne GTATIORs oe 22h) oo 92 ee SiO PCW wr 2, 04024 SP -O8 See eee 2, 480 (18) a 2S SOE 1G Peasy 
ee Peete Range examiner._._....-....}| On Se dents frase ea dots |e a) Bae ins ats Penns eeeene 2, 980 2, 980 (?) 
ough. 
eeenbetae Clerk-stenographer..........| CAF-2_____._____- 13440 |} O AR-35.2 ge 2 1, 902 1, 902 1, 902 (5) 
TA LENSE oe District Crazier.. ov. ecowucece! DU ACanO-TOlisyoact.. seo eee gee ee eee 3, 090 3, 090 3, 090 (8) 
Base: een Sadr Wek els CW Kaye SIs wo Dea ie Fae MT val aE hl gp Cab eta AE eer CH ues Cea 2,600“) Resionediz ec 223 See ee NESE Cy] Sage ce ea ees ees 
pad SO aE) PA BCD Bhs il aa ome ie parce a ed og CR Ce a 2,600: |. P=22 =. aol eae 3, 090 3, 090 3, 090 (8) 
es ee BC Clerk-stenographer___.......| CAF-8__.______._- 162034 7 AP adhe es PS Soe 1, 968 2, 034 2,100 (8) 
BS ae District erazietess. tee cs oll oe sere ant oe 2) OOM eros cost se oS y 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 4,150 
pe sige Clerk-stenographer__/.......] CAF-3__.._..____- 1,620 | CAW-4.2..... ls... 2, 100 2, 100 2, 100 
eee OM Superintendent :2 222 s22.2.52) Pa4-0 42 222 es 3; BOO FW Pade sos eee rae 4, 520 4, 520 4, 520 fs 
te EN Ratige, examiner. 52 < Cac Ra Doe et ee 2 G00; PERS isoe 2 once nthe 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 (6 
1 ah A SEAM al x le lp Gots Bee ee Bae - sth oe waa Op LUO Nee eee eae 4, 300 4, 300 4, 300 4, 902 
Retake ENA BOTA E RS OE en et ke ee a OS ONDA: TU nant soe see ele oan woes hen de: ria Le tiae anhs 3, 970 (21) pothtitee SA 
lough. 
jee venos EIN GINe eis Vat ee be Fi MB an ead ee 3), BO0R| Pp Raoe a2 cte 3 ee el 3, 970 3, 970 3, 970 6 
Pavia eS Range examiner_-_______-_.- ve ery 110 Gog eS A ee NAL ae os Be meet | age a a 2, 980 2, 980 3, 397 
ough, 
Susie eiree tera aCe tig Te at NE A ef cm ee Hl AT LO ne Gen Sea ae Ce] me eae rel |e ee APU Ace erent as | i Alar ae 2, 650 2, 980 (8) 
ne tO of, eric: SoG ae a, Oa moh Lae 2, a0") \Eransierfed to BOil ten aac wel utawees tel fetes Aas eae ee 
and Erosionrolls. 
tf tet Fiscal accounting clerk_..._.} CAF-3__..--_-___- 1}.6205[" ROSiori eed co 1p bet sO PE aN a ae aly ie nt eae a os 
Peas ene eater RATE, 2119 KG Yost BUPA FP MapheONSS aban © Rages (SIT ee Wan Rag Sitch Ue Mee RN | Ee Be ay W Xe) sheers OU Zama: a 1, 968 1, 968 1, 968 L(8) sy 
tt we Clerk-stenographer________.- Rs Panties FUE See ee GVA SD ie Siveeerd ee 1, 902 1, 902 1, 902 (8) 
ough. 
SSEPOS eae Mechanic: -vost aid Gee CPCHhse at 2.040: (CO PCA(-pas otk kos 2, 430 2, 4380 2, 430 2,770 
I 


VIT 


é 
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) 
Robert Hamiltons.c22 sto Ae ee Tractor operator. _.__-_-__.-- CPOE ee es 2, 040 
Herman Wilkerson_-__-.-___- Rigas Poh ols RNG We wel PE TUICK rivers sah WOR ete 2 CP COS oad os 1, 740 
: SMES TS 3 Ele) & (GL aCe inet aera ee On eee tag LAAN Cl ‘Fel te) eh eas og ri Ree ces eres tam ceeen i GREER] ee eee 2, 100 
District:3: Howard R. DeLano.o. 2) oe ee Range examiner__._-__._-_-: a RLM CAT Vg Utes eee ere 
: . oug ) 
District: ivelynev., et retwellev 2. 8 ogee Clerk-stenographer_______-_- GACH HD: tor a. Sars 1, 440 
“REGION 5—IDAHO |. 
Salaries and expenses: 
Regional office: 
Kelso.P Newilan 2 coed cL ee Regional grazier_._._._._._-- i pars pan yao Cee at tS 4, 600 
fe iitiny NAD dersort Ahh. sb eae ete ae Assistant regional grazier__..| P-3____.-...._--_- - 8,400 
alee Ws Warehi. 2 oie ees ete bi Regional! fire supervisor. __-- PS Oi AUR e ee eas 3, 200 
porge H= Woodhall ace eee es eae Regional administrative as- | CAF-9_-_._______- 3, 200 
sistant. 
Peeler He Di@kesc2 oe i Pee CeO ea ee DN Accounting clerk____.._-__-- CAH ab eu crete ice 2, 100 
Mech Hei Rid ais es tian ans Ore Woe ala (6 learn ha 0a, Near Denese ene Vea On military fur- |__.-..-._- 
Spi lough. 
AMG POOVICN ss 2a oe ee eee ao ees Certs A Da le ek Pe CARH3252 4 Gees! 1, 680 
AIT Glbie CUT UISUTIOs tees a eee ee pes Clerk-stenographer_.____.__- QA S38 weet! 1, 680 
ISCHODeD Ne] tee ae eee ae See ees ee ne A CCOLT LIS Clarke totes bp REN Sewers 2 [freee give 
Ohanotle Gis ISiaU alee sk So eae ies (ip evens ec fee ae, Bees Wr gt Nee ga) aa eee eu tent a en Gell eee a sa 
FUSS1O29 ia TMG Magerlein NN, ea Clerk-stenographer___._-.._- GACH Siew. tee 1, 680 
Tal AIeH GEOG estes oe Sai a acd a (Oh) [eid ier SORA ranean eee eae COAL <2) dee ay 1, 440 
District 1: 
MVALFed SETA Qnty ce See Sa a District. grazier_-.......2_--- SPSS cep allele ale 2, 600 
Wands) O WiSOMO nas foe Sk os nee de CRORIORe tae ate see tt eS tS Re Alger ite te oe si a 2, 300 
Byelyu.N,. Bauimchen. oo 226 she a Clerk-stenographer__.__-.--- CAHH=3.) le ue 1, 620 
District 2: 
J ATMOS By HIGOIG Mens spa kee ty LE Oe ali District craziornswur soe d BIE care Saas ae ee 2, 600 
Pr Ehomascke Campbell: es a GUAT IGT stat ey ee het hn tos eee heath Raieeey eat 2, 300 
| (Der iSel ei Css ees otha te pe ON Ts ete oe SiG (0 nce ie eRe See ee On Soiland Mois- |..__-____- 
ture roll 
IZOULISRA EL Vista Cs cee ee ee eran Clerk-stenographer.____.___- CAFPT3.4. 242222252 1, 620 
District 3: 
Ny Leon. It. NBGeat. oe 26 ot oe a ee Iistrict grazer vw es Yer | Seen a ape pane ea 3, 400 
{Walter TOMESRae cpaeeeee ete eer ea, Vor oer tne RG TAZICR aL Ws toa eer ne Heel | EtG Gn ode Forte | eee ae 
apy tiling De veathews oc sc- 2 ye ee ey WGOTAZIOL AIdes 22S ere CP Carer ee eat 2, 040 
Orville BUCary= Jose 1 kee | SOEs ORE an eg aah eh Pet: GAZ Ore Se ae eee eet a oy ete | ees ae Je 
Mable Graig iu sano Pi a el re Clerk-stenographer__.__.____ CARN Aa ee 1, 800 
IVirs | Marion cB eaycebe) sane aes re a acu CLOT i RE OLE SOA I Se Ss ON ats |e eee ge 
District 4: 
Micwin Gc Bauey ies Gos ie Se be fs District:prazier.22 oe cc tS PaO eke eles 2, 600 
¢Edward.C. Booker)... 2.2. So ee CRATER Se Te aR nS LAE eI as ee eae a 
Mair Pulleycs .- aed oe hata ON Grazier aides. 22 2 ee CCH RAS ieee coh ee psa aap 2, 100 
Menneth Az Bittle. kos 0 Ae ee Ne 1, 800 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 127. 


° . 
BORAT Abed sees ase Buy, ct a VT Re Pei Epa ue, Me 
PEO =O elise ee 2, 100 2, 100 2, 100 2, 394 
GIP OSS. a ae ee 2, 540 2, 540 2, 540 2, 896 
PaO ae eds aot re ee (22) Re ASA coe fale a Mae eae 3, 397 
CAF -3.0 at e 1, 968 1, 968 1, 968 (8) 
P=6F et ee 5, 390 5, 390 6,230 1° 7,102 
AeA ht eg iat LA diac 4, 300 4, 300 4, 300 
sty eaten ME dager ee 3, 750 3, 750 3, 750 4, 275 
CAF-10_....__-_.-- 3, 750 3, 860 3, 970 4, 526 
On military ~fdr= i2- 2. Sooke ee oe es 
ough. 
CAN 5 eS ad 2, 650 2, 650 2, 650 3, 021 
On: military. far" (o.oo. 2 eee oe eee oe etree lie 
ough. 
CATHMSL oy tere 2,100 | 2, 166 2, 166 2, 469 
CAR=3e 222 Soe. 1, 902 1, 902 1, 968 
CAF s ae. 1, 770 1, 770 1,770 8) 
GCAF-4...-_-._2___- 2, 166 2, 166 2, 166 2, 469 
Riesign eda. [Sra Sea aie eee |e eed |e er eee ee 
| ee: mp aera ay aoe a 3, 640 3, 640 4, 300 (20) 
SiPai. Vesa oo ee 2, 760 2, 760 2, 760 6 
CA RH3.2 2 So 1, 968 1, 968 1, 968 (2°) 
Pieces es Se 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 4,150 
Transter? tom Ore= es Sees 255] ce ea fae, oes ale 
gon. 
SP Oh stan CeCe (14) 2, 540 2, 540 (8) 
CAR S332 Vote eres 1, 968 1, 968 1, 968 (20) 
Pa ir eer tae 4, 300 4, 300 4, 300 4, 902 
Sip Gaiety chee Bs 2, 480 (Oy ee RS es mee 
Transfer to “Sonera LS Re ok Git alee ts os | ee ar 
and Moisture. 
Sibu See aa es Br eh | 2, 650 2, 650 (6) 
FPTATISferved S F225 <2] 2 canta. ete ie ee aa © | enlace et 
AB BEk Fae sobs te 1, 902 (8). 28 ROS OAL Se et ere 
gE Foe ealt es sll ee ey, 3, 090 3, 200 3, 200 (8) 
SP SG feat OR rahe Sate 2, 650 2, 650 (@) 
CREA a 2, 496 COR ee See ee eee 
Transferred: tain es | se oe (RS CO ee ee ee 
vada. ; 
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Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their titles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as of Sept. 28, 
1944, and Jan. 1, May 1, June 30, and July 16, 1946—Continued 


Per Per annum salary 
Weak Last title Grade, Sept. 28, Calaiy- Last or present © |-——_-_———_ 
10s Sept. 28, grade Jan.1, | May 1, | June 30, | July 15, 
1944 1946 1946 1946 1946 
REGION 5—IpDaHO—Continued 
Salaries and expenses—Continued 

District 5: 

POUN AS WCCibirem re coe Rk a ee ee District grazier_.__.____-_-_- PHDE  msetsand ee. & $2, 7003“ P-4aer es eee $3, 640 $3, 640 $4, 300 $4, 902 

Charios, R. NeGuleton cata sstecss sa dostees een Grazier awe ol Os oak Sestak S: Pah raeecens See 23008! (P-2i2 er accmeaa Sees 2, 980 2, 980 2, 980 6 

Mark ELawrence: 22 sc oo oe eeoee th ae cee Range examiner___-__--_-_-- ne Soil and Mois- |__._.____- Paro San ce ees 2, 980 2, 980 2, 980 (8) 

ure ro : 
Hope i lmquistses cel ee eee cet ee ees Clerk-stenographer___------- CAT=32 4.254.238 1,680 | CAF~4___..._____- 2, 100 2, 166 2, 166 (8) 
Soil and Moisture: 

Regional office: o 
Brysutee. Nlartinesu uae... secu +. seboeec ce Range examiner__________--- Peseta es oe 3,400 il B=8 5 seado.0! wesees 3, 970 3, 970 3, 970 (8) 
Maurice O. Zimmerman._-___._..-___-_____..--- Administrative assistant -___- pe pe oak fitenliatexeesws OSS To ry eal ae eee 3, 200 3, 200 (3) 

ough. 

Thelma, bwHolmbergecs sos oh ee Se Clerk ees sore te aa tea) CAH=h ese ae 2;100-| CAF=§.22023222-2. 2, 540 2, 540 2, 540 2, 896 

MOLIS@W . JH AStINGS .as62 0G ee cose ee ee Oe ee ee eet CAN $262 cere 2, 1003) So ABH5 2222 2, 650 2, 650 2, 650 1). 

William No Anderson 2.6 cus ea Sheet tt ese Range examiner...._...-...- On Soil and Ero- |__._...-.- ot nie sete niga ht BE we eee ee eae 4, 902 

sion. 

District 1: 

Harley Mi McDowell o25222022222.-c iol ssh s | eae (aL San PRS RE eae a te Ee ere ere 72,0001)“ Padeecus. - saat _ 8,640 3, 640 3, 640 (8) 
District 2: J 

Willian ts; Mathews 22.0 2.728 soo ey ee a (5 (bp Pa ra Eee ES Deg es Raed as cen re at Ped Re ee PaO <ors ele eae he 2, 980 2, 980 2, 980 (8) 

arthur-C,Campbellice. = 2.522 et ekec ee EE Horemaness-. 2 a ae On Range Im- }_________. CRClE seer joaece 2, 496 2, 496 2, 496 2, 845 

provement 
funds. 

MOMS 315 EL OSSas ye we eames CoS Se Sore Range examiner-__.__..--___- Pelvee ae ee 23,1003) ‘Transferred to Soil). 248 8 seh eo ee ie ce eer ee 

and Erosion roll. 

District 3: 

PDOUad NES DiGrss.c-o0 eo ueee ands Jue ed ss ae ra Toe cite, Sy aaa Sah allen nate PA) ae eter se US 2; DOO S MEH? oa eeeced 2, 980 2, 980 (19) | on sere 
loc Dik alin  crcet ee tn ere ee ee ce fo (att lonked fateh Deane ys Ssane ue ny Tye Ace ee Pe) Sei eo oe att ea etek 2, 650 2, 650 3, 021 
; : ough. 

Edward C. Booker______ parse a Dele ae Pe ap seine oe henge AO: Pete Pe Eis RECA Nt eae ee ats 9 Bee eee aL alain Soeke Pale i sulek ee as (C28) sls Se RS | cat eee 3, 021 
District.4¢ Roy C-bnvrland...0 4 oS ee IN OTOMIAT 52 ose pes Oe ee Sage et eae |e wees Soe d CP C=] aoe sek 2, 430 2, 430 2, 430 2,770 
District 5: Mark E. Lawrence-___..._-..-._---_--_-- Range examiner__-____...__- i Sa pe ees Se Ce 2, 30021 “Transferred to'Soili|/=e92205 6 | 52a ee ss Se ee | eee 

and Erosion roll. 
Working fund, Interior, Grazing Service (access roads): 

Regional office: : 

George E. Tucker--___- T2pphaties hipey 9c. bua eh pes So ahs at Hneincerises seem oak ee Pas a oh ee ete re 3, 200¢): Separated sachs 52 [ooo Re bcs See a a ee 

Wallace Ms BOStwitkiot <.os-scec cond oc swe ects MOVGIIEIt <3. seat cule CPCA1 ic Be 2,100:| Transferfed (0:)|.. sos ton25 cobb | oe some oa See 

: Range Improve- 
ment roll. 
SP EGNOT Vin DLOCKOL nese sooty ean oder ils Cade clo eee 6 (ea ee heh Wie ae CRC30 aes 25300:s|; Separated 22s See 22) ee Eee es octets ee eee 


OTT 
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Range improvements within grazing districts (25-per- 
cent fund): 

District 1: ; 

Wealter § Hinton. 2288 eh en Se eS eee fe Ca aE ics Sein ey es RE A 
RTM Ee Ulva  tee ete ane eae sas era! 6 C6 see aes Ne are spcgetus ae, = 
Wallace(M.. Bostwick 2) 22 es heat ee Oe ors Se ee te Sees ee 

District 2: Arthur C. Campbell_......-.--.--------|----- (6 oR ase e et ae ae Pats 

District $8: Colton Kimball.__..._..2-.-..-----=<-.-|----- GO sres a a eS 

District 5: 

Porbesel os Wiassie. 22 cues tu sc lees Le Sheen OS (Oth cies Gok eae ss 
OV Wat Deal see os. oe ee eee eee ed 
REGION 6—MONTANA 
Salaries and expenses: 

Regional office: 
Robert, ©; Morgans. 2s ee 2 ee he Regional grazier__.._..__-_-- 
George Hi Snell... sss5.- 523 Se Bay SRO RE es Assistant regional grazier____ 
PAD eri Ei UN Ke Pests CA eye ee ee ee Range examiner_._.._-_----- 
Gerald fitzgeraldse. oe ee ee ee Regional office manager ---_- ; 
PAU EVV ELO WAL 22 aes es ees ke Nee tere Regional administrative as- 

; : : sistant. 

ELIT DOREEE eG OO ese nt ae a ee ee Clerks sabres eee a es 
Lorene Sullens Nulley...._..-.-------+-------- Clerk-stenographer---_.._---- 
Genevieve C. Pelletier. .222224_ cs ie22525- (ICEK tree cee ee ee 
Henna BB. Sveppard ss... 2. ast eee ee ease os. 5 O85 2 oe assess ee 
Marvel: fPihiel 2 ces 4 a0 va ok eee eae Accounting clerk _.-.-.--_- 
BPrancissO-Hungerford:-- 22232522422 22. 2S 25 Olek 222 75 — Sor see eee 
MOrOthy Hie ALK WOOd 2. ahee ee 

District 1: 

Jo Frank Moreno. 202i oe eee District grazier........-.---- 
Pees LOU Ol eae ee en geen ae eck hr 0 Ko a fa ug cin Aol gk af Seer tat 18D 
Predlts MOUSGU sc tat peas bil. aoe Gravierass S02 wr eee 
Meslay GGA nein ook oe ca oS Grazier‘aide.--- 222.222... 
Blanche Wier Zeman a Se ee eee Clerk-stenographer--.-._- Pople 
FUSGneuy . BAVIOSSs- <2 -< -Soen teens eee eee lores sax fone eo ee Se eS 

District 2: 

LeRoy AEN Terrie ld aren. ete a one ees ee District grazier_.__-- sdge ge Se 
v fy ames S. Speelman_- _-22.-.----<-.---45--,+---|-+-=d0----------~--+--------- 
Nrs* Orphelis B. Neti 2 5os2s2ace202 4) ses 8 Gionk stenographer Kiewit Sai ore 


Arthur E. oe PPR Hee heel etc eae Sold aa See gale ee, 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 127. 


Wecounting clerk <>< secs) es ee eee et eke 


CP O=(22- Us eee 2, 300 
On Soil and Ero- |_..---_--- 
sion roll. 
On. access roads___]_.-------- 
CPRO-(2-2 eens 2, 100 
ORCL eS 2, 100 
OP C-7222 225.7224 2, 100 
Pe Bie lero, fe eee 4, 600 
PBS eee oe 3, 200 
Pap oe wei ee 3, 100 
GADHA85 ee aes 2, 900 
On Wyoming rolls_|____...--- 
CAR=62 32S 2, 300 
OAH 4G eee! 1, 860 
On Soil and Mois- |_--.-_---- 
ture roll. 
(Oe ees BAe a mao 1,.800 
GyAH=3.- toe Ane 1,620 
CARH4. oo ae 1, 800 
ay Colorado rolls_|_...--_--- 
WY cos ae , 800 
bn VI ArY. peulr= |e ee 
lough. 
OPC ee 2, 040 
OARS3 a eae 1, 620 
On military fur- }._--...--- 
lough. 
P20 Pee ie See 2, 700 
SPS 7iges See ees 2, 300 
(OF. hes Fie eet eho 1, 620 


On military fur- 
lough. 


CP O27) see ee 2, 760 ae pune ae ated Daca Seti 
CPOs (ete eer Se os 2, 496 2, 496 2, 845 
OPG-7 2s 2, 650 2, 650 2, 650 3, 021 
Transferred tO. |pescecce soles i ee ewe | Gee ec ee eee 
other funds.. 
CROAT eas oes 2, 496 2, 496 2, 496 2, 845 
RROSIONGds 2c sae E/E hh le ae Re eee oe nee eee 
PORT aie. 2 ew | melee 2, 364 2, 364 2, 695 
ND aces ala oa re oe 5, 390 5, 390 6, 230 7, 102 
Pd ies fees 4, 300 4, 300 4, 300 4, 902 
Hee tn pct a epee carpe ihe 3,750 3, 750 3,000 ) 
CAH-Oe eee 3, 640 (Chee meme 3 ee 
CAF-10 NT Nala: Cee Dae ki Da ae SR eS 2G med SYS 3, 970 4, 526 
GCAV=652 [25225 2, 760 2, 870 2, 870 3, 272 
OCA L-b 6 eee 2, 650 2, 320 2, 320 (6) 
CA Hef). oe 2, 100 1, 100 2, 166 2, 469 
Resigned ok -. 2s ls 2 St wanes sae ee ee 
Resionedos tots bse See eee ee ee ee 
Resigned shite Sees See 
CAE =352 4525 te feet 1, 968 1, 968 1, 968 (8) 
eae Meier poe 4, 300 4, 300 4, 300 (8) 
Y Be) ek atal Meee) Giyieeh SP aye) 3, 420 [aie cgnl ph Sane ot ce 
PaOt tie kee ee he Ree, 3, 200 3, 200 (32) 
Resioned 2 See ee 
IE TANSLeTEGGr 6 t Oe| eee sree ae eee |e eee 
Soil and Mois- 
ture 
CODING Ds i ear ea (Ware Sg a ee 2, 100 2, 100 (3) 
Pransterred. 2b Ox le soso ee ol eee eee | eee 
Wyoming. 
=i Se aes Ce 2, 980 3, 090 3, 640 4,150 
Resigned cy ke S| Se ee eee 
CALE eee A ee eee ene 2, 100 2, 100 (8) 
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Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their titles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from ehioh paid as of Sept. 28, 
1944, and Jan. 1, May 1, June 30, and J uly 16, 1946—Continued 


Per Per annum salary 
Rais Last title Grade, Sept. 28, Salary? Last or present 
1944 Sept. 28, grade. Jan. 1, | May 1, | June 30, | July 15, 
1944 1946 1946 1946 1946 
REGION 6—MontTana—Continued 
Salaries and expenses—Continued 
District 3: Wee p 
PHONG TOUCIOY 3.5 eke eee sa tes a District grazief.32...-.- 22-2 tere ee Ss $2,700 4 Pate ee ae $3, 640 $3, 640 $4, 300 $4, 902 
Tike. eens sae Os ee ee Grazer s. 2.05 5e bie ter set ee On pea, hy ihe Beeeeg sa 5 Pro Sets be eee 2, 540 2, 980 2, 980 (7) 
: ough. 
WirPinia COUNTY soc sco eee btw kee Clerk-stenographer_-__...--- GAN 4.9 ees 1,800 | CAF-4_____.2__.. 2, 166 2, 166 2, 166 2, 469 
District 4: Kenneth R. Colburn..._......-_-.----- Gtrazier aide=26 22.2 2ees OR OC-f/ 2 2. 040 Vi Resigned As ek) 224 | aoe reiemes | eee Atego ee See 
District 5: 
eestor: Fe RGADINS Sain mee de atan vee Districti:erazion.. 2. a Pages tet aoe ee eT DA IV RR Sins Pade ek ae 3, 640 3, 640 (10) 
Arya SCIEN] tas coe eset OWRD one at eee ita) Seda GA P=p.2e! oe San 1224004 Aeranslerred 622.8 al Souk +o eo | See | Seen oe 
a DIB Des IGISATT st. Sebo cge ade ae ee Ae 1 Olerk-stenograpner obs oooh ee ae. eet Peder of ce ee CAW=9 No. as 1, 704 1, 704 1,704 | (8) 
istrict 6: 
PRL OUI ee ee oe ae ee District: grazier 02 J _ t ales Seo Ss Cae 25000 tee ee gree 3, 090 3, 090° 3. 090 (8) 
PRUE GE OD IG. pons fn eae Ste ah roma ae ee Clerk-stenographer-.-_..---- CAPO. ooo. 1,6207} CAP-32-. 24.2222 1, 968 2, 034- 2, 034 (8) 
Soil and Moisture: 
Regional office: f 
Robert Le Nieisen oy cates Lie ee eee oe Range examiner..__..--..--- I oor SNE RP bakes 3-200 417 Panslorreda mtOullcs. 22 Ulta 
Missouri River 
wf i i cs funds. - 
PAG YA) pis ESQin cies e a ose eee haem oe dp icaaes OER SARE. (Getagecbeg® Resin rh epee see ee PUPS. ote se Le Eee Naeem 3, 970 4, 300 4, 300 4, 902 
oug ; . 
TU CVATICN, SA RUTTIO tse oot a 2 aka oF me ee lng aid Ne Meer ee eka soe eS PEO ate ee see 3) S00. POL Ls eee ee 3, 860 (8) ere Rae Ck See 
Pavetio au. wiriswold. sv 00.. eet aper a lee bee Qidicts cae ame 3 ui Hee On Wee Moxico(}s. ost: Pag he eae oe Sten Pe SOR rele 4, 080 (8) 
rolls 
Deueene Hs FiGa bot oe Te Nel ce yee oe Range examiner____.-..-.-.- i Sys Os Mag SB op aa 2/000; 4; ‘Pransferred-2< oS "iho so sot he ae ee niet 
we Olin Teron One eA Salo ot elses 2 | ES AO2 dey eh scale sents wee ee military furs}. 2 /Aso2 Bete eee tae 2, 540 Qa el eee 
_ lough. ) 
ese cv es WilkeinsOniesce sire): OLN ees Engineering draftsman_.__-- SPa6ue eee he See 2.000" SP AG ee Me Ad a 2, 540 (8) OAS fe eee leh oe aed 
ellen: McROSS «3 sabe SoS es Oke a donk pees ee GO ay re Ee ese SPHeltes steele i, 440 | Resionad\s vo ese fis oho wap eo ae ie eee 
Memired Ce igDN oo oe i oe es oh Oe ie a Sear aati Ae Yee pe, EY AA AA eee el Die Syke Oe A SSO be 1, 704 1,770 1, 902 2,168 | 
Doréthy a1. Demmer ses. eo ele OleRRS SST eR ee ee OAC —42 «2 Le 1; 800 ih Resiemed 22.0 viicws Peas eh ks Beh So ahhs SVU op tie ee | ee eae 
Genevieve C. Pellitier............-.----------- eae eke GO fe, Aso eae prac ery CAM sao. 55252 Jose 1680 Et an stented RON one, hes ie ee een eee 
Soil and Ero- 
sion. 
\ Rlavché PET CIION 025 Sore abioken th  eenmn Baten wien 8 Lott seo il ines er ae uy On Soil aud ros oe se Senet ANH ds che oe 3 2, 100 2, 100 2, 100 (8) 
. sion roll. 
Albert H. Shunk .. De ate eay aie nial eee eee Rca Range examiner______._.+__-]_.s-- GOs REE ee ee ap Dae Weitite eat DSapclmyew suse awl gab egeca on ase ieee 4, 275 
Milph Bingen cyt cao ceser et aoe a¥ ee ..| Bookkeeping-machine oper- nay Maer P fireie te CUA BS See 02 Sk eee eel 2,100 |) 2,100 (8) 
ator. ea ough. 
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Oy a Orpha re Pratiinskisc .06 2 a le ee fa (7 eaaah SU VaR Reventon BBs oe wore eee, oad GEA 3 Bee iets ae 1, 902 () 
District 1: Bartholemew J. MecMenomey ious Sie Roremanes oc ee OPROr72 es 2040.) CP O-=7..2.--.22- 2, 430 2, 430 
istric pie 
Russell 'E, Leckhart-.2 225-405-4255 --+45252 Range examiner ........----- igs ee fur- Pa Bir eae eS Si te En eel ces Ba 2, 980 
Like des OR Al coos tea ena se eels an ah eae 6 Co yes gue pee fe i ea ai ea On Soil and Ero- De es ae eee Sos lees a eee 
te i sion roll. 
Working fund, Interior, Grazing Service (access roads): 
Frank’? ; Dowcherty..4.. 20222 220 20 eee eee Poretmians23. alse cage els CPC-925 4.72. 2,300 |Transferred (to |---.------|----------|----*-----|---------- 
other funds 
Range improvements within grazing districts (25-per- 
cent fund): 
District 2: Wayne Ai Montes os Uae iY Beg (a Fg Wiehe 207 luaa eg ge eel URL CBG= 7.82 a ems 2040: |: Muriougbed je “sivtes 0 Sb0 8 cleanse ee 
District 3: Frank P. Dougherty ----...------------ { Agricultural maintenance } On access roads---|-.--.----- OPC-9.. te ee 2, 760 2, 760 
man. 
Missouri River Basin fund: 
Regional office: \ 
Robert -sNielson = 22842 <2 a es Pores ey ss Range examiner-..__...------ On Soil ane Mois- Redo een tee 4, 300 4, 300 
ture roll. ; 
Pred av awDeHSOhs eo sisc ste bew eel son es oe Le 1G 2 es iy a Sn Ge (3 Va pi elas alae pepe (SRE Me ope BE 1s Os eh en eeeeitiale Faget Bee de ni, WEAN Meant a ee lb ani Se a= 
Marcaret Taitel <7 2oiss soca oe LS Clerk-stenographer.._.-.--~-- A a aad ene es | Neagle eee. CAR seers: 2, 100 2, 100 
weltene-R.., Hengerson opie). 92 oda on Sth sere ee se Ses Ge Eee Se Oa ea me NRE Ey Whe Slt Beh tes Se ee eae OA Basi eS irae ee Sua Pipe, BE ag 
REGION 7—NEW Neeee 
Salaries and expenses: 
Ressansl office: 
ys Edmund R. Greenslet_._.......------»-------- | Regional grazier___...------- P26e So ee ae PoG as ae ee “6, 650 (8) 
Ed Pierson_--.- a Panties hi oy Ae Mee ccs) eine rie ee Qi Sr oS Sie hn ek a On picts fur- Pa Gira aoe ee ey Pts ayes 6, 230 
‘ oug. 
Polina ay nition. es. 2-8 te eee ee Ae cies Assistant regional grazier__..| P-3_...----_------- Pepe eee ate 4, 520 4, 520 
FM aYey oes Kee Dg Debra Ee Ge gt eee eee rope Range examiner________.---- 22 ey fur- GPM) ML trek ney 4 gh wap Pea Es Gs 3, 530 
ough. 
Hermanas i lasereeces: oo - eee fo ee eee a peo GO esa oace testes iat On Soil and Mois- NB pe se es a ce 3, 640 (3) 
ture roll.} 
Jmmieseh phemny as oie = ooiou fs tas ba fase roc Reeigne administrative |; OAFro8:2.223--2-.* CAF-10 3, 640 3, 700 
assistan ; 
WialtenvAs Lewallenesecsue tes tes oe Tes 228 ' Fiscal accounting clerk__ ---- CARH o see ae CAF-6 2, 650 2, 650 
LeRoy: Mead disome: <2 2225.0 >s2-02--,4--224-- ) WlOrKi 2 ee eee Pee Ee GUA K=40 ol ee Resend atk oo ek ee ee ott Ler eating Rome cn eet A eas Ae See 
Peter A. Gitierrezioe yao ele oe seek Status clerk 2 ee eS GA Rat "ie CAF-4 (1) 2, 298 
Leonard: A: sbrebm const) ae oh ee aH GH (Bre ret antes Se ire we 5 Useenge aa eed | Joe ie er te Whe a Sh Peete Dee COSA Oe ee iris Se eee ete Liners Se 
WVirsidee Ao WV Alken 2 a08 eee toe eas eee es IStatUS Clerk. 2-0 cp an ee On Soil an Mois- CAF-4 2, 166 (3) 
ture roll. 
eT ida Ohl bert st eee ee eek ea ee as Pi@iler kei ea ye 2 ek inet a ee race Te es tere CAF-4 2, 100 (7) 
District 1: 
Harvey Vi. palmOne st S22. eo oes aoe eee District graziet2j_s22.2--- fe BAe ly Le et Pais ee es Set 3, 640 3, 640 
GarlossGi@ laneey 3 ieee oes a eee GYazier “Uengs ee On Soil sae Mois- Paseo ome ee 2, 650 2, 650 
; ture ro 
Thelmiarlic S.-WyDNseess = cakes eel ee Clerk-stenographer-.--._----- CAR). suite CAF-4 2, 166 2, 232 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 127. 
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Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their titles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as of Sept. 28, 
| 1944, and Jan. 1, May 1, June 80, and July 15, 1946—Continued 


Per 
; Grade, Sept. 28, | 220Um | Last or present 
Name Last title Hi d salary 
1944 Sept. 28, grade 
1944 
REGION 7—NEW MExico—Continued 
Salaries and expenses—Continued 
District 2: 
WOM WANICY Ilse nota an ere ew ee District grazier__.......--__- a2 Ee cota Be ae eee $2, 800415 P38 Pease eon 
Joh dz Greenwaldss:sss25 222s dees cee es) cee OSs 5 Sete ee yee ees at on euteLy fiir- iis See hee WE Eats el Oe pete oe nl peE eR ee 
ough. 
Eerbert- Riz Pars0nSes:22-s2 = lool. oe eee Seek GrazierAider. 22 ORCHiz2 eg 2, 040 
District 3: 
Emil C. Blankenagel-__-_........--.--..__-_.-- District grazier_.._..-..__-__ MO@S=12ialyeu tue 2, 00s | Pade soe ees coe 
“Harold wd oCkSON 2" 125 abe cssceeeces eect POZICE Sirs feed rat Ss Gee ee od Se ees ies Sep 270005) Pea eens ee 
Genevieve Vs Grant #2escc eos. 22c sc ee Ee Clerk-stenographer_________- CARA4 3 02 Ea 1, 860 
Vora, By aliiel oi 324.4232 2de0 24 Shs ea ceeus less Osh Se eo OA is SS > A ees CAF-4._2.2.____. 
District 4: 
DATES y Bogen tee ne ain ae Toa UI PR BS Districh eTaziers2-. 22. 7S aOR: SPE 2; 800} Passed es eee 
telones wienrkere 2: ocu7 otis sss ote ee Clerk-stenographer.____-_-_- @AV=32 ey T6203) CAH-4 25> shea 
District 6: aoe 
CPAP NV ClGhieig2s acetic teeons suo 3 Soke District grazier_..-........-- hes ene de AY 2, 800 
ROyea> Vern Ganges ar see ee eee ee RTE OY [OP 2s sete Sou eee yas Se pane Sep he Tay eet eo Ase Rd ah Opp eget eee 
Henry UdGer tas eees ae ees owes Po hee co cc Seas cee ey military fur- }|__....--_- Spi-6sa se sase tee | aie eat 
, ough, 
Violet Mie Lay lors 225222. ee Clerk-stenographer_______._- CAH 23 eee 1.620%} -GABR=4.0 22250 os 
District, 7: 
Hatiye Wie Navlones oo ks secc ee cseutt ews seen Regional grazier._._.....-.-- P—4 ivi 5 yee wo 4, 400 
SV ernie ClersOn Se ee Sn ee ee ae oe DISGHICTSTAZICn 2 eee He one Pah coke rae sa 4 2-400 S| ies 3 aso woe eee 
; VGATIWA GEANS 9 see ae eee Ue eo Tae Se Sse Clerk-stenographer___-.._-_- CACR S22 aa eee Se 1, 500 
Soil and Moisture: 
Regional office: 
‘Howard?Ge-Beehilers..c:etcee a eeee e Improvement supervisor__-.| P-4_...----.----_- 4, 000 hesuntorred to 
: olorado. 
William he Danley. hone ee ts ee ea Soil conservationist... ._-- Be ie gin Sa eee Se en 4, 200 Fe Pini eae net pea| 
Herman E. Blaser___-_---- Spann de SAE aT i cee Range examiner___-_.----__- I-20 eet e Mirna o 2,700 | Transferred to 
Yas i Soil and Ero- 
aah Se ie sion roll. 
Robert F. Copple_____..-.- be cae Dodostheakiee 71 ba ep eS ROS I Na ote Bo endl L cone foe ee 3, 200K Par ac ee 2 ene Se 
pe Me GriswOldue ct ouctocssteeecbracsse Hngineer aa ee ee oF military fur- |_....-..-- oN eles pee ae eee ae 
; ; ough. 
STORM ox igU Mh iri GS Scat Sany eeu cchown Lac a inthes anke Range examiner..2-....-....}-<-.- QO. JS kt sige! Shee Pt in dogotusweed a edoatosees 
, William T. Stevens ; Engineering draftsman_____- SP-6 25200. SP=62 4 sts 
\ Ralpn ©. Smith... 7-22-252 Bo Pe OD Eee Se | WASPS Se le ey seem ert Ss , 620 
CisGan St DE UCinaph siete hrelee rasta cunlvectecate MG ica eats ae Ginieniisuel moe eee aes er) ae 8 2s ee eae y ena 


Jan. 1, 
1946 


Per annum salary 


July 15, 
1946 


RROSISNC Se EPS ee a a ee ek oe | 


May 1, | June 30, 
1946 1946 
$3, 640 $3, 640 

3, 640 3, 640 
3, 640 3, 640 
2, 760 2, 760 
2, 100 2, 100 
3, 640 3, 640 
2, 100 2, 100 
3, 200 3, 200 
2, 430 2, 540 
2, 166 2, 166 
3, 640 3, 750 
4, 960 4, 960 
3, 970 3, 970 
(33) 

3, 860 4, 300 
2, 650 2, 650 
2, 232 2, 232 
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OZI 


Thomas FE. Davis_.....-.-- ego Some SAL te ie Range examiner. Prete eet foo: eee er We ee Pag epee oe Certs MN eens pio Beh aes 4, 024 
Amitane sviichoe ee eet ae se aos Feet Glorkie ety sige Cee eh ght CAF-5_.-.-2 21-222 2). 0008) Resigned: Sones 2 Sat kee ee ees | oe ase eral a a a ene 
WiOM Mie VOUILKNOCR 7 ee tote oat ee eae tee GO Me Sete ee Mire mee On Nevada rolls__}._-..-__-- CA Rap ese 2, 540 2, 540 2, 540 2, 896 
HlgiesAs Hariniants 330 oo coe ers es GO eee eS ee a paasy Ture ee ene GAM ee ue area ir aS tal 2, 650 CDi as ene eee 
ough. . . 
Tilden Sibert a. ts tot oe See Fiscal assistant ClO RK ees | ee eee es ON bagel oe |e Pees es GAT Blo as Aue tes eee 2, 100 2, 100 (5) 
Mary; Olive. Goesham:. <2 22 22.05 Js eee Clerk-stenographer________-- CAF-4_.____-____- 1, 800 feemietoriet oct siete J Sate i eae | a AR Et Tipe ete ec 
“Mrs. Lee aay) OUR OL Pees ote co eae ae eee ec Fiscal accounting clerk__-_-- CAR=4500 2 1,800 | To Soil fod FOr Os (ee Sout eas | eae el ae en iis ae eee 
sion rolls. — 
Mike @havez 2-6: 6. oe Lae Engineering aide____________ On access roads-_.-}_--.------ SRE6) 2) ate 2 ekg 2, 430 2, 430 2, 430 (6) 
Benjamin A, Garcia Ba nee Ves Mes at her een Fiscal accounting clerk____.- On EY fre l s CAR—420 52 $ 555 2, 298 (3) 2 ee 
ough. . 
Jian SERVES TOW ilN toh ae fo eee Seer eet Ore An wee oes eee ye CRORbs ee aos Wi7403 8 CRC fe ieee 2, 364 2, 364 (18) Serine Ao ee 
owland G. ePhouipsois ccc tk eel ee ee Range examiner-____._______ On military fur- |.--220_ 22 ce [ee ste a ue i 2, 760 (By aa aie Nae Nee oo tem 
ough. 
District : Carlos EK. Clancey oe a ihe olin rs pI FOremas Pee ee CRICSsi eta. 2,040 14a ransferred,to.Soil, (55224. poss |e at ed | ee See ree ee 
& ae and Erosion roll. 
Distritt2: |. 

Anne M. Sarimnsod RO ee Rh Se ey Ole r Keke Pe seats ore ae CARS 235 1,620 | CAF-3__________.- 1, 968 Li OCSE Be Cl Rae ts eros 
WilmaJane Oliverts 9") S230 ee at Clerk=stenorraplier 2-2-2. a) com cane |e er ens GARE icc eat = eee, ee eed ee aoe ee 1, 704 (8) 
District 4: Charles J. Fleak de Ss SO eal Ny NE or Agricultural maintenance- | CPC-9___________- 2,600 | CPC-9___________- 3, 090 (18) aap | Soe tae ee 

man, . 
District 7 et 
Nathan R:. Bell GREE Oe ee Pe Ree eae ten Administrative assistant._..__| CAF-6___________- 92300 -| Resigned 202-226 = |G ous ee | ee ek | ate es eee 
AtjeouNi ss nopertson 22205 2 Se Cie eestendarapept Hoe: reais CAR 4200 oss & 12860" |“ Dransterreds). 5. cos 2 de ee ee ee 
RuthePoplin- Baker er ss ee Clery tyr ae Rac rt le ae ae lace Onna oe ome [EN a See CAPT=45 0 so om 2, 100 (10) Sete os Sate PB lero, ae Ea 
Rober BW aVearmonss ooo i bee a Sle Be Le APY id AE eal Fae 2 iy Kae AB cag ABE a aN Es COE ida bes ca ee _ 2,100 2, 100 (8) 
ST PMOME NOLO wee Do Nee Ne fe Poreiman es). ee ees CPC-6irti tae 19207): CRC-6a2 sens 2, 298 (LG)E er ie ee 98 |e eee aoe 
Regional office: Florentina Valdez__.._.__.__.___-- Miscalaccoumtineveler ki 22 |e- sh ees ee eee CAR=40 2 ei ee 2, 100 2,100} 2,100 (8) 


Working fund, Interior, Grazing Service (access roads): 
Regional office: 


MKS. hayes erat oe are eee ee ee Engineering aide_........-.- SiB26tic Ae ese 2, 0003) Pransterr eds tO jee. soe ses ae Sh eee | Sek eer eee 
Soil and Mois- 
ture roll. 
Robert. G. Chenowth BSG ENB NE. Re leony Lcaeib ss ONG Re Horemansis.2 515s ook ee CPC-10____.-.---- 2 600b separated ak. oe nese ees (Bea Re alae ee ee ee ee ee 
Pan Rowe eo the eo ewe oes eae fee Ci (Ge Se! One yy tenaeardraglinal OS OPC=-102.-2 2-222 2 F00n) en oe Oso ee hee eS lig oe ae ee 
Range improvements within grazing districts (25 per- ; 
cent fund): , 
sDisizicter Donald. Billings; ™.° 3022s es (G (elves Senet os Bl Tear ces CROSS ales s 25040. lege GOZPS Bec See Ce ae ee ee toe oe eee ee eee 
Dastrict 32 Joe: be Mortomes 2) een 2 rk ee (oY ail ies ato ak ae CPO-§2 2235 eee VT40\tOPC272 2 see 2, 364 (Oly eor sree see Tike 
District 6:. Thomas R. Chancellor__......--..---..|----- COS at steer, Sener aed ot Fee OP C27 Use sas 2 OA0= eS ODarated sane | (Sas Sheer Se co aan een oes 


REGION 8—COLORADO 


Salaries and expenses: 
Regional office: 


Parcells ee ee Regional grazier....__..__--- Pope Cee ns SwEAGON Pages eee 5, 600 5, 600 6, 230 7, 102 

Jeebrankenl Orean ses. 22 eee ay ee gon oe Assistant regional grazier....| P-8,..-.-..-..---- 85200714 PA ee (38) | Rae ay eee ie ane ee 

Gq JOSCP MOY AGl= aes 2 ae ee ee Range examiner =_--.-_-_-.-- On Soil and Mois- |...-.__--- AP Aes hae ew a ae pice | Ce meee, c ey am ee el 4, 300 (7) 
ture. 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 127. 
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Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their iitles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as of Sept. 28, 
1944, and Jan. 1, May 1, June 30, and J uly 16, 1946—Continued 


Per Per annum salary 
Name Last title Grade, Sept. 28, cae Last or present _— 
1944 Sept. 28 grade Jan.1, | May 1, | June 30, | July 15 
1944 1946 1946 1946 1946 
Z 5 — —_— | | — ? 
REGION 8—CoLorapo—Continued 
Salaries and expenses—Continued 
Regional office—Continued 
Wrorriss Diamond sites oe BS Se oes ae Regional administrative GAB-8s2S2e0 bites $22 000F7 OAH OU sos. Sees $3, 640 $3, 640 $3, 640 $4, 275 
assistan 
Ophie M. Lloyd---..-.------------------------ Regional fire supervisor pees j Pees ees ae BOE DH7OOr SSeparatedies. ce sus | jes eee eel aaa eee ilNDrht Nae Sie dal 2 tee eee 
ETHOL diy GRUbHO Yc cacehecs cess oaepoweee S=8 RSNOE KC 2 Fg eS Breet ae CASO. se Saker 2, 000 Bs6oe 2 okasd st 2, 430 2, 540 2, 540 (8) 
Agnes I. Beebe... -1---.2.---2--+-3----25-2---+ Fiscal accounting clerk -_---- CAPRA el Ieee 1, 800 |: Transferred .23.-1)----2- 2 eee soil ete eh ae ee ee | ee ae 
Ray ..Martinez--.-.--.------------------------- Boers machine oper- | Omni access roads---}|.--------- CRAG EES. ERE e 2, 166 2, 166 2, 166 (8) 
Idella Uy MeFarlandu: s2s.2. 3252-22204 22. Lesoanting Clerks ee ebs sees Gore eae a eee CARH4 252 et seek 2, 100 2, 100 2, 100 (8) 
eee Nose Wi Grtiee  uowes tte Nh 2 Sok fey 8 Se se Clerk-stenographer -.----.--_|---------------+----|---------- CAPS3: SCR: 22228 1, 902 1, 902 1, 902 (6) 
istrict 1: 
tom Bue Wight eben oh aoe eS te eae Grazier nee sees e. ene ees CPCTi Ree eee 2 OOP Ot aetase es sae es 2, 650 2, 760 2, 760 (20) 
William W. Campbell.-..----------------------|--<-- A ae Ss Oe Ere ero na che her an a ee ere SE el ben aera ae 2, 650 2, 650 2, 650 (20) 
Hollen: Di Griebucs. 2.2 220 oe eee See Clerk-stenographer ---------- @AH=3.205U Jecele 1, 680 |. Resigned_---_--..-|--------.-|----------|----------|+---z----- 
Garra Belledily< ov tsi 22252 kerb eati 2 5-8o-e | ee COR Sd tee ee te eh otal 2 he Pat sal| eh ae @AP 422 2 cis sse 2, 100 2, 100 2, 100 (20) 
Districts 2 and 6: , 
Sydney H. Whetstone--..-..------------------ District grazier--.----------- Bad See SC eee By 2008, Pabst “ace 2es oe 2 oe 3, 860 3, 860 3, 860 4, 526 
Saher Amides vee ot be Steck Gpagionies ea ee: PMC ORCAS eo sae Lk DAO A She — Te fae EIT ISS 2, 650 OS) 25 BT Oe Bisa eae 
Gilbert. Wi, Reddick. 22225... o seek th gl sees OMe wh SCC SS On access roads----}---------- Ao is Sy ents Ree ee 2, 760 2, 760 2, 760 (5) 
Lloyd: Wi Bruce _22.2-.22----+222----2 45 ea ete Oars ree Vier se ec a ae SPE hae ere ae DEBNORI PRE gets cot Lee eet 2, 980 2, 980 2, 980 (20) 
Tketie Wesekrupel oe geo. eh ees bon ae See Clerk-stenographer ---------- GCAR=3% 2222.2 Fie 1, 620 Resigned.......... 1 IID TS age tea hen DSS ee TR te See hee 
Katherine L. Necker ae Pere: ies Bc eee Ue ey eater Osea ea A ee on Soil and Mois- |.-..--.--- GAN Ae salah. 2, 100 2, 100 2, 166 (8) 
ure. : 
District 3: . 
BE voret Las BrO Wile ene ote ec shee Sos eewe District ‘grazier.<--=-2-l----= PH 2b ren ees 2A pos ae sees oe ace es 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 4, 275 
a tte TEN Rass ont ok tare de et he eee OE Clerk-stenographer---------- AVSSs bss e ie 1, 800: |) CAPP-5..2-2L-22 22 2, 166 2, 166 2, 320 )) 
rict 4: ele 
9 Henry ES Sty donlcasse sn: ere Oe Se Let District grazier..-..--------- Boge paee sa aeetes 2-700 Bre oe ee ee 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 4, 275 
Feit COG? oe ee ee crate cease Range examiner------------- ue ata HUT@\4 24425 s4eh Pag AN ecu se ke Sou Clo eSagenee 3, 200 (7) 
oug 
pai Douglas A. Cross-.--.-.------- Mehl a eB Kher t District grazier_....-.------- pee wien se Vee 2p BOO | P< Pile ee eee 2 3, 090 3, 090 3, 090 (20) 
istric ' 
. Rufus T. PAVOHS 8c heel A aeadu ot aes CLYR Ae eee cota! Sao epee SPa8e sl rwede- os 2 GOO Desi. oe she ese 3, 090 3, 640 3, 640 (8) 
‘Rowland G. Thompson.._.-.---------.--.----- Graver rece ks leas ee ck pe aR a Le OS agra oe lime te te Sate ak a 2, 760 2, 870 2, 870 (20) 
Morris D. Robbins------- CP ales BS) AOE Milo 88 Clerk-stenographer---------- CAFR 422225 -43222:- 1, 800 hs pele Lab DH Membetearrar! me Nea Oe Re SAL na ay IY Sey oe eS 
ough. 


Gol 
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=) ‘i a 
District 8: 
Kenneth M. Ourtis ‘ats EN een eestor ms oye lle S Eada District graziersst fs ot CP CARE ee 2, 500 
He Haroldtlosepherg wy oie aa eee ee Veoh Oe a Ne a BA zeke albgals PSOE awe Te pee 2, 700 
Aenes:J.. Pollard. 80) ee ote Clerk-stenographer-..-.-__.- OABA2 aco) 1, 440 
foil and. Moisture: 
Regional office: 
Eeerivig Osephvonyidere sett seek. we hoe a Range examiner_.._-_--_---- Pe ew i Bi ee 3, 400 
Howard G. Beehler-_._..._._.-_2--- ___..-.---.| Regional improvement sup- | On New pieaiey Rgrilirees Nail Ll) 
ervisor. rolls. 
Kimball De Walliams seo? es Hneineer 2. eee ee ay SD Wee rue Me 2,900 
Richard + Wack ne lee er ee eee ee ees (0 I) Pap Raat IO a YE a Sp hp rae i ag military fur- |-.-.-----.. 
ough. 
Dean BE. Mahoffey_2. i 207.2. oed2 ee C2. pds Range examiner___._._-___-- Peo) Fink 2, 600 
ayVWurren.0Y Ciiayl, S gocue Us eyes RCE eee he COW AE ae Vesa __| On military farsi) 02e se ee 
oug 
IAT Vint ree ON LaAneTia ll is ae wa SS Oiee Soe ie eee Fiscal accounting clerk______}__--- Clg PAUSE een npe eg ted Ce Sean 
Joseph Wawryee be a ee est Gilet eat Whi ee CA adie es eS 1, 920 
Bertha I. Kernen....._- Pee ec pS As ge Dee MA ag Fiscal accounting clerk_..... CARS5 eis 22 Ne 2, 000 
Kenneth W.,Gardner__/_-2-._..2.--_- ie a ee Engineering draftsman_____- IS Pa4 re ate y dN Pe 1, 620 
Hitibert: bs) SUOMNer ss serene ee Wo eed WrecHamiicl nc" ie Lee Unclassified__.___- 1, 680 
Wrastis. Li Waketield i :o)9 0 sie 0 ve feeds ps en PAIN AL ROE Rae ge A Ale ah in a PRE Aca FA 
District 3: 
Fremont W: Merewether_____.-._...-------_-- Range examiner____________- 5) Deeg are 2, 100 
Mire Gee LOCI COM iacsars oe ee ee ire ay) Oh de CL Oise ag eal se eo sea On military: 4un-"|s200-0 bse 
lough. 
WatiaaNA Wie ae ee A a ate a eee ec ae COL Rae ha See Psa SR oT Ey arreetber eer cae) Om 2, 100 
Katherine L;, Meeker 20g oe see Ds ee ae Bee ne aaa CuATH 3 si tae 1, 620 
FOV. COLE MUN IEGSLi enka a Gee ely ria au Ai Fhe eee RL eee CN ee ee ee RE MS re ee cee ae ea ae 
District.6: Sitmpsone N yyin 222 02 2 eee : eee PCE RTT VORA eel Sate te CEA oa eye ae 1, 740 
Regional office: James B. Cope_.--_---------------- Oren ATO ore Viele ree ea | ae eG ciel ieee ee AU! 2 ee 
District 1: James C. West_____- RESP Seay ie eri Miaimbenance man: se tiles are | Sia Se et Ue oe ee eee 
Working fund, Interior, Grazing Service (access roads): 
Regional office: 
Wiliam GCunmingham+: 9 eo eee Hneineer a. J eek ee eS cia ee ee a 2, 600 
Meipert Wig heagick.. P0122 wc seta ed Chief foreman fou. 5). 5-3 CRGz Wes nes 2, 600 
LRRD DersOn taotke sees or ee Ne ee wh TM OTEMIATIOAT we he eee kte te ee | CREAR ee 2, 400 
JAMES SBM CODEC Tau ae be eat ee ee ek Senior foreman..._-.-____-_-. Uncelassified_______ 2, 200 
Ray GreNlartine ze ss 20 ea ess vee nae (ler seed SG ae nee Wot Ue Pe Bote 4 ake 1, 800 
Alden BSpoonere: (52.235 22 8 a5 rns EV pear eeee | Raget CO ia Neri ee BEE te Ort a military. fut=) sess sees 
ough. 
Tdella UieMicKarland.. £38.27 Vso ate! Bookkeeping machine oper- | CAF-3________-___ 1, 680 
ator. 
Jean Marion Moslander.-____-._.-_--.---__---- Clerk-stenographer_________- CAH Sah aaa sia <5 1, 620 
WallosMiae Hat bert sri eer 7 ee Petal oe oe CLG ens ig Nir aye eee CA Bayer Seo se 1, 440 
TOSEDO. BD aRIdGieh ewes amet kes eee uns e HOnelatan ste mae ae CPO2Qe vente 2, 300 
Via TA GT y Cli Sce mae elena eas ae eres! Sane es Sen Oe: ne le ee eee aL, ORG -/ 225.2 se 2, 040 
GeGr ee) ALceW CAL via ae ne yee) vam cy aie cau a A (0 Ghee AS Sate Wie tie ape GP C2 7aee ess 2, 040 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 127. 


BAO thar ne Sas ae 3, 090 3, 090 3, 090 (8). 
Resigned) se tien Be ee hone ta es eee a eer 
Resigned 255 ee. oe SPR Bn oh Melonn sperm ten abe lero nk SF sp. 
W ggee WR ie ee eae MS Bee 3, 970 4, 080 23 4, 902 
ea he | ee aR 4, 740 4, 740 4, 740 5, 404 
PO thewe ake ees, 3, 530 (80) Popo Ia SO ae Fas) BE eh 
22s AS Mel (ee ot aon aI eT” LS a 3, 530 3, 530 (35) 
PED ep ee ay cloak 3, 200 3, 200 3, 200 (8) 
Ses tab ease teee Me licel ee rar elie eae Snes eee 3, 640 4, 150 
CAB=6 3 5a ao 2, 760 2, 870 2, 870 (20) 
CARS ba 2 eset ea 2, 430 2, 430 2, 430 (8) 
Resigned 00 Fa Soa Se er ea ee ae 
Pee eis ye all Ue 2, 100 _ 2, 166 2, 166 (6) 
Resiomed’ ot case) et eae tS ARs a ase ne te ee ee 
nclassifieds <6 ae 1, 740 2, 600 (28) 
Separatedec 22s aa 5 ee aoe fA ee Bie cen aU Ne Renee 
SB Rag Ge WAAC cai ah ee ee eh is ME 2, 980 2, 980 (8) 
TETAWVSLELTE Ci TO Hee a eS ee elge aee 
Nevada 
CoA Fea a hc eee 2, 100 C5) Tears ietimaenaatrags 7 5 Fae Sai Poi Li 
CoA SS r ee Talis Ne go ena: 1, 902 1, 902 (8) 
Hesioned: iy fy sot a] ei Ge ea AGN Te Ga cas ee ae wee 
Umelassifiedia..* ajc tec pee kN Bete asl enema eee 38, 120 
EG ee panko Belo: see on ote te ae Ea ee | ei 2, 469 
PSB i eens sew Ne 3, 200 3, 200 3, 200 3,173 
‘Trans ferre dsc to. sac deal ee as 
soil and erosion. 
Separated 2s 20 28s. es Ft ee eh Pe eae fees te eee 
Unclassified __-____ 2, 200 2, 200 (23) Se nes eae 
To Soil’ and. HO ie aes oe er ee aS ee ea 
sion 
OCA Hades esc 2, 298 DOR lait. Oe atiaiet | Seg eae 
ED Os ea LS ea TH: Chao eae 5 | a ca | | ee a 
Erosion. 
hGH esd aXe 0 tee Re lk ae, Penis a eet ane meee ave Uy ISee a Ne patbe By? A eis S 
Sepatatedsy aine 25h ocr abe oa] Lia a oh ee ae et a ee eee 
CP ClI10Us ae 2, 980 3, 090 (Oeics ee 
Separatodici sets oy Mw oie( es ee Te ae ye Se | eee 
Vestal are pe ee ee ee Oe eg nee Sake OE le Te VE core 
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Permanent administrative employees of Grazing Service, their titles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as of Sept. 28, 
1944, and Jan, 1, May 1, June 30, and J uly 16, 1946—Continued 


Por Per annum salary - 
= F Grade, Sept. 28 annum |. Last or present 
Name Last title : 
1944 2 es grade Jan.1, | May1, | June 30, | July 15, 
Ply aes 1946 1946 1946 1946 
REGION 8—COLoRADO—Continued 
Range improvements within grazing districts (25-per- 
cent fund): 
District 1: Ruben URE ALi eh se Cae Nees WOLOM ANG aes ok See ete CPCs panes aaa $2,.040° SGP G=7 ee see ree $2, 430 $2, 496 (8) RS ue ae ae 
District 7: 
Louis A. Theobold PRa a widen eesen (3: ee een SU ty eet LM Hud tele tee oe ae ak 8 QS GOPOHTs. eee 2, 0407) CP C-72) 3 sees 2, 430 (S)ih ek Pe ees red ee fared 
iran kutcoavidsOn-ot solr eed Pe 2 el Agricultural maintenance- | On military fur- |__-.-.---- CREA 90s Fo Nk ee ke So eee $3, 200 $3, 648 
Les ep man. lough. 
Regional office: Eratsus L. Wakefield_____._..___-- IVICGCINGINE Cress Teel ee Cte ny Me Mt hr ye Seana en ee ee Wet Be arma Unelassitieds 7y-222| 22 e55e 1 o Sey| ete wee ee 2, 600 
District-7: Kimball f. Williams. 22 _.-_--322 222 Avrictiltural. maintenance: (2-202. eee CPG@-94225 5.842 (7) 3, 310 (Oe ie oe 
fac man. 
- REGION 9—ARIZONA 
Salaries and expenses: 
Regional office: 
ornelius F. Dine be pei me ath LOIS aye ly Regional erazier__._-22--- PS thee oe ome hee Ee Ohad al lave hee ee es ee 5, 390 5, 600 5, 600 (8) 
Deis, Ser OPOAN 20. 2 oo ee ee Ae oe Assistant regional grazier._._| P-3_.._-._____.__-- 2.200) | Pas ies ee ame 4, 300 4, 300 4, 300 (7) 
Frant PASSO LEW ATGHe ae. egg AC Re ye, _.| Regional office manager. ___- GALS T oe Pere ere 2700: | OrA NR ec eee a 3, 310 3, 420 3, 420 3, 899 
Meta tanner Clans 2 Sate FOP eee COOTER ao ae ee Fos on eee CAP S5 Oe wuss Ve. 2 000i CAs Hl bee See te 2, 980 2, 980 2, 980 3, 397 
a tii® MR OGmMaAn ess. rss seo te Coe ee De Sa ons (CoRR =4 > ee aaa 1, 860-7) Resigned: oot te 2) eet | SS ee | ep ae eee 
igrmaun © {teem 2 At a Be en ae) Cal OT er were den WD rede ee CARS 4a ae Fe TRSO0Md a CoA Haas oo ee tee 2, 166 2, 166 2, 166 (8) 
District 1: 
SOUVEVHONGE: WAL OMEt. ein te Le gn te ee a Districtgraziers-22- so = SEE) os anes, 2 900-)|\ = See Sak aoe eee 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 (20) 
VREKSOMEN Ts OATES sn coe Mercia ee PACAGT ye oe a ee ee Mee J ee ert Nabe soe See ellen eee SPS 4) ewes Be 2, 650 2, 650 2, 650 (8) 
o bee Pen GlepOniee > sus 0 eS ea ea Clerk-stenographer___-_____- CARH oye 2.2 1; 8002) CA Baa ee ee 2, 166 2,232 2, 232 (8) 
istrict 2: 
TLOVACE Ba IAG mee seam. were aes Sk. eee DIStICh Craniere: ses ee eee PaO: Rasp enDy 1 reee 25600) 1s Poeeae oak ie 3, 090 3, 090 3, 090 (8) 
Tolle Ey OMe fe BS Ba ge De Ne CG eee AN er eto A POL ANS See se 8 700s Rao at tts ee oe 3, 090 1G) 787" | eat alee eel re os ats Bere 
Dist ict 3: 
/ Morris A. PrOestadins Aas 22h Wet Sa! ee eens | ete CUO as Pat ae eT hog eee On Soil and WEGISs loc ce ee oee — PEE vals ae) Sem Ny ot 3, 200 3, 310 38, 310 (6) 
ture roll, 
Johns Butlerse-. ai hover iat Roba ool aie RVAn@elex amines sik fee ee es oe ea Se PSD 7) Stipe le 20'S Bae eae ehh 2, 650 2, 980 (8) 
VOID MGALS PE hi Comets We. Jee ud brn eee a. GAZ TOPE 2 NU LEE ig sd Oe ene rere or Me aoe S P36 4000) Meee: 2, 320 (Qe. ee ee eee 
District 4: . oan 
Raymond Ey MeBride..--. 2-8-2 eof A. District etaziersic. ee On military ‘fur- |~_..2.222- Ue bie ke ew 3 aN beat e770” 3, 200 3, 200 3, 648 
loug 
CorlisuhaywWan- Oleve, 5 1s4 se eb oie Sgt ay Ada ee aS CP O27 san Wiss 2°040 to SP=6.2 Ss. 2 oeeeee Pag ena 30 (©), BYE be ee Sl Se 
TOMO aeUneleSteaCd we + os) ates Lon cate ee LG Qu ee et  u Le ea es GPC@Aa ane 2 2° 040 | SIP Gee 52 ls 14 2, 540 2, 540 (8) 
Zolma EAWillovehDY 42... #62. ern atl Glgestenaetapher Bia yh doe be CAM=4e 0s sare L860) |) GAlh 4 og 2 ad 2, 298 2, 298 2, 298 (3) 
Soil and Moisture: 
egional office: 
Ralmorcdtes Chie les se) ete ise noe = ale mo eee Improvement supervisor----| P-3._...------.--- PAUL See Gots ene UE Ca ea 5 3, 750 3, 860 3, 86 36 
William J. Anderson ems taser a ea dene RS aes Range examiner_.-._...----- On. military fur |-s....2-5. Py ait a: Pere el as er en ed 3, 860 3, 860 4, 400 
rs lough. ' 
3) = 


vel 
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r 
Prancis-Aa Riordan 25.0.2, he ee ee 04 36 eS es On Soil and Ero- |..-....--- | at Pate hPa tas O Re EB Pe ot eel Fe See 4, 902 
f | _ sion roll. 
Oo) Artin Pea Ss foes a Genet pes bee eee Lig Stans ot Pag oe Wg On fen | flare es teen DSR, SNES REE feet a ees Poe aes Bee eS - 4, 150 
ough. 5 
= ae VCRIN EG AT SOMN <b t= oun See ee PETE O cae eae eee gem e i ep A eet 2, e00-| Trenster .-C0.~ DN@-;fe2-- i222, se see else eles 
rN ; vata. 
ad Mons Ae Prossta lo o> ae ee a ee ea fc || San ee meme ee ee eR ce | SPLAT 6 ASA ter Resa 2, 700: | Transfer --to --Soil-)-._.... ee ieee Se ee ee SEAN Pa egens Bo : 
| and Erosion roll. 
+ TAPCO MATICK ee ate Si ee ee Engineering draftsman. ___-- SPebei cn cael ae ee TEROGUICS Rabe oo 2, 166 2, 232 PEPE U, (8) 
a ani lomo lenartew se 7 Saat eee ok a a sae aed oe Neer boc oe S Rs4s 7 eevee TS620c Shas ee ee 1, 968 2, 034 2, 034 - (8) 
ND OMIT S LT OLIDGE eek see ee ee hae EIST On sae Oia as Sarees OARSb. eeecetee x 2,000: }:: rai sfarred =. =—- 384". si oee ls. eee Te: peek te 
Se UG VRE aia, hada g no sans ds cast nn cenceeee Fiscal accounting clerk. - -_-- po ipgltary fins}. ee ease POA NG. count ust fence owece: 2, 540 (3) Bees rie od 5 
ough. : 
~ Seieat WHO ee ee Wismetypi Wee ah tee ae ee CAV sats 1,902°} 1, 902 1, 968 (6) = 
Florence E Nelentine <= . 02.2 2- 2 sane eee dQ seer Sy So beret ce so ee Ok Rag. Ne es 1, 620 ie pENCAry flit--}-2-2- sce. f... see. See eee D 
ide ough. 
District 1<-W iiiam: T..Grissoms~ 262 seek cence FOtetialia aeetss cocekay we ta a: 67 (eh SORE % 200 1 Pransferred=--'~to'| _-s.c0g-|.-. Seg U2 ee tA 
a Range Improve- re 
Le : ment funds. / be} 
te Ze AIL Var Wie CASA VcL ees orem bio at tees Clerk-stenographer__._-____- CAF-4_._.__.-.__. 1,800 | OAF-4_________-_. 2, 166 2, 232 2, 232 (6) > 
istrict 3: ; i 
Glarence Ra /Tantier == = oe ss 8 ge si eee Agricultural maintenance- | On access roads__.]___._____- CPR C-0 ak 3, 090 3, 090 3, 090 3, 773 5 
man. = 
vi paareuerite Yee NEV eens ot ease ee Cilerk-stenorrapherta5..2. |i Se aoe eed ee O80: Sota eer eae 2, 166 2, 166 2, 166 (8) Z 
istrict 4: ; 
PALA ac PD aie cc cows cue we dedy apy eues aie Foreman :...i¢4-- 2 == 22eesi25< CPRC-6.22-2055222: 4.850 |-Resiened=as-- 2558s) eet | nt ei a se > 
eM ETB a oS xa atk van yscestect ion 1 ie olin ee Aras 5 seg S ae Sop OPC-6.2.-;.-=-=:: eS a (eee beets: Rid caeee eo: Si 5 
Working fund, Interior, Grazing Service (access roads): Ss 
CMIpuCh ho Pannere grees eee Oi oe a eee tS (Osea eas oe tes GPO=10-= --2-222 2,600 | Transferred £03 [ 0 Pre i ope es eee 2 Ran 
: ‘ other funds, q 
PONE TOT Ree ere nels cactus poten isies s Ricinesr: a.5 sees ee a eee ee 2 "06 + SPransterreds22--2-} ce heco.| eae ee ee o 
Smeg Gt ual ee eh en Clerk-ty pists... 2-3. Ai Mae Ser ase ce 77620 beparated 4. et ee ae te foe Ak 
. Range improvements within grazing districts (25- ro) 
percent fund): Fx 
Charles LAU BOl ia nents aie sxcageesancaceseosice! Foreman. ..2saeses ei. ORG hs 250 ea os 2,040 | ‘Resigned = <2 2:22:7) ia gpetas oe tek an ERED come Bes 
District 2: William T. Grissom 2 |... 255022252. Agricultural maintenance- | On Soil and Mois- }|_._-_..___- OPO -Bnyrc 2 lr23t 2, 760 2, 760 2, 760 3, 397 rg 
, man, ture roll. . a 
Contributed funds: ive) 
Distriett; Villard We Bleck 22. ioc ses eee se Foremans icasnennyeee bese! CPO-62. 222823: 1:860'| CPGa7,2.2 5. se 2, 364 2, 430 2, 430 2,770 Ss 
REGION 10—WYOMING Q 
2 SS 
Salaries and expenses: > 
Regional office: I « 
MATILOM WW Vileee@ld —-. eee es ey Regional grazier_---....-.-_- je Ee oe ee ees ee 46004) Transferred: = to [22.222 2. -liecs donc fewer ae oe Lee o 
: office of Direc- ™M 
, tor. 
Pamund. marecnsiet 5. a soe eh ee GOs. eee a ees On New, Mexico year 2) eee ee ee Po esee feet 6, 650 6, 650 (21) 
ff ’ rolls: 
a AMUSE CT Pg TA QRS ee ee ta eS Pata ose 9 2 Range examiner______--____- On Director’s rolls_}_.-----.- Peles Goatees eee 4, 960 4, 960 (7) 
Bove s. Hammond sce ee ee re CHARLO ss ee eS FCS=142228 2-2 SnhOOe ep —4e 0 le 4, 300 CF ea tie Sere 2 ssa 
Ot OW cPOW OPO oo eee GS oe et te Regional administrative | CAF-8__......__.- 2; OOO IC rAZ HO eae 3, 640 3, 640 (EST el ieee aes 


assistant. 


GSI 


See fyotnotes at end of table, p. 127, 


NOM Nha administrative employees of Grazing Service, their titles, grades, and salaries, and source of money from which paid as co Sept. 28, 
1944, ili Jan. 1, May 1, June 30, and July 15, 1946—Continued 


Per ; Per annum salary 
ee Ree Lae wo Be ae annum 
Naina 3 Nast title are - oye 28, salary, Last Eyres : 
Julian alata hei eaemens pe femme on net eae tte esc ee cs id Sept. 28; | ---- . TAGE... eJaliad; May 1, | June 30, | July 15 
: ; 1944 j 1946 1946 1946 1946 
' REGION 10—Wvominc—Continued = cst <a i= 
Salaries and expenses— Continued 
Regional office—Continued | 
Elmer F. Albertsen__2_.------ Pigs ke Pee, eee i) Clerk 225.25 Stee teece to CA B-§ 2662. c2csc. i> $2; O00): CAB 5 52 eee $2, 430 $2, 540 $2, 540 (7) 
Barbara I. Wright __..--- eee oecctesccencusss} Clerk-stenographerecee=sicsi GAP-4-.22c2ssc oes 1,800 | Transferred to |-.------=- eee ae ee pee ue ke 
Office of Direc- 
‘tor. 
uMary belle S23] Millers) dics toiysehaees cinekg eed] Clerk tj cecu seu enone CAR=3 noc: sends 17620; | -Resignediciupi: .=2.}--2 22% poe pt bee ee eee 
alien] Hoss seesote st Se Uoueawessseeeeeee ee yohieep ee Mmaehine Oper- jose seis. -2 22 2ei kt [ast ease CAs ones teh meee 1, 902 1, 968 1,968 | = (8) 
ator : 
Penne. ViOrpans sed .elce es. Lu Accounting clerk Slit ee on deere She ek oh a aes @AN=32 52s ee 1, 902 (10) ana auiy tts ye ee eeiees E 
District 1: =-- fee 
MCS Se ADUTOWSLie copa w cs on ne wdukuewtccensas| JO ISULICh grazier. nieuwe eee Pare cesessezscse 2: 00| tied Sotersr emacs cee 3, 640 3, 640 4, 300 $4, 902 
Olle lasek ce Gere eee: eee oo ee eck ae Gravletve. =: euebos boss (P22 ees eae ese 9: 600: P= 2aae opie 5 So 3, 090 3, 090 3, 090 ) 
Bi vivian IM EiyartesSec2: 3 ow Go trae et ere Clerk-stenographer-_-—-=:-2-- GA Fe3scc22222 2852 1; 680. | CAB -~4e2252--- 2222 2, 100 2, 166 (3) ae een eee 
istrict 2: ce Cee Se - 
Mark W. Radcliffe... 2.2.2 22... epwevasss|- GRAZ Sy ssccse-esseds thas! PH2e2e fs 255222202 3-200':| E’ransferred sch] 21| (2. t tes. | pe | eee |e eee 
Wd ward Bi Hill] ss ek ee ceca boceeece | Districtherazier:<--2secese22| Palo ceseeeesszcs: 2, 200 One sau es sacks 3, 640 3, 640 3, 640 (8) 
pees A 2 @ And rons se eel es eS ee Pe Clerk-stenographer_-__-..---- GA ede ease as 1; 8007 (SC AR=522s 2 ee - 2, 320 2, 320 2, 430 2, 770 
IStPICH Os) by : topctet’? : Sores Ze ry! Sart 
dyonald ie Batley.” meek ewe kd ee on ee District Je fo dab ceo re military furs hes fie so: ) ie eg eet ons Aad (StS See oele 2, 980 3, 640 4, 150 
ae - | - loug ay verges | ese . 
Aylvester WNenr tiie std. ove we kk Grazier Sie eae es Bee BAe, S P=82cten ow ee ee 2. (00M S bate aes ee 3, 090 3, 090 3, 200 (8) 
ANITA Via Ve DOW Clete! eiaass aaa cass eee soe Clerk-stenographer.. fesistoekz CAP-3552222 225222 1,620 | CAF-4_2_2_2222.-. 2, 100 2, 166 2, 166 (4) 
PEO NCO ONM OLS tee oa eres oe eos suse Seach oe |e ees CO Fe. Saige Net Safe ee. (Oy. G Ney Pit See eel 1, 800° | Resignedacsease 2 | eeee Sse eat pee jor Erwan 2 
Districts 4 and 5: Woes 
Vr Levensene ss. dee Be Se Oa as as See EL District. graziers. 12.22.22. bee at tee Saran es 2.600 | P=4.cs..5s5-le ace 3, 640 3,640 4,300 | 4, 902 
Van OF Vickersss etre oe See dole Bene Graz leries foe ete oe Le CPC iat See ae 2 040 PH? ices bac da aoe ocd 2, 980 2, 980 2, 980 (8) 
Osephele Bagley sao ten ees Soe oe eee Gog Sen Sub ee oy ice Bh fllre-fe2be2 ee Ra Be yen yt eer) eer te 2, 980 2, 980 (8) 
ough. 
Betty J.Afouritsen.3..2.22.-.2-i...,.-2--+--..] Clefk-stenographer.-.. 3... CARs heces se TF, 620.) Resigned .. foc 5 fh 5 sco hee se eee an eee 
Ahan bet PO Debs see ee tn aie Sonos Soke ol eh GOmbe i aie ea, Be CAN -3 sess 7a 1,620: | “Eransferred:s 22222. ever ss22bi cet eee. ones fee eee 
elena ba rhlic- mei Satter oe ea see ae ee oe to eee GO Sr es eg ees ee nel Sees Pal a bea, a ft on ea ae GAT oe aelosa ce 2, 166 2, 232 D232 hoe) 
*. Soil and Moisture: ; 
: Regional office: ah, \ , 
Gilemiele WOO Ward < - 2222 cal2. fas Seen o ee neee Improvement supervisor .--.} P=3—.-<_----....<. 3, 200" | BaBc woe esnosdere- 3, 750 (Thies Sf 2-08 Veen i oe ee 
William Be Viale nes Sc Se oye See ee Ota Shiai: fobs teak en sey fore}. <2 32 bs. Doom as kee eae 3, 750 3, 860 3, 860 4,400 : 
ough. 
Ev AG Russell IR GTVY sen ere Se ae Sac Sn ee Range examiner.._:...-.-.--|-- OO oodaaswsga lcs ccmeames | Mereoteeds cps Son whi lindl ead sou powsseaso sel eceaa eae 4, 400 
GlonneReSnedd0mers 2 ec. cheese ce pew bah Stewtesze! CO shee sau. ee ee See Peo ge oh ese: 2, 600 Military pn ouee rae Et ha are th ere eo ei ae ee 
pices Ss and -killed . é 
“action. 
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a) 
> « 
GR OV Me VICTTY Geld. Soi oie aes e ee re, gy ee ot On Montana rolls_|__--2.-___ NA OE eae pee 3, 200 Co ae ST Se ee Se et eee 
Glenn oMilchow 2 3... 3 Se Administrative assistant ____ vn ee LUE= |e eee CASE fe ree Si ae x TOS 3, 200 3, 200 (3) 
ough. 
sreorge Ow RockMills,. . 2.7 Steet ee Clarkia. eet RSE CAPS ese 1,800" |. SRestanedss 927 wretch fe oS oe eee ee ee rie 
Lnvinieyiera homage es = ae 1 Sibert RET Sw (Clee ak se eaten ie RIS Fe ne patitaty. NUTS Slee 2 Ser eet SA AS aah, pe ara ae 2, 232 2, 232 (8) 
ough. 
TUL ees g Glin. 2 SS en cee eee ee Clot k-stenogratuer.~ “te todai sa et eet ee cm HS ee GAH ay Se eee | oe eg 1, 902 1, 902 (8) 
Meadaline-IMie Bolinger a: fe. fo AP See Sh fe oe Oss 2 RS es Sea ae CyACHh = 33. et Sek Se TPE20 |= Resigned 2 | eae eke g| Rea SE oh | nde ee | ae eee 
LALO MAGUS Taal telemetey 5 - e a Ce ey Ee Engineering draftsman__-___- SP=64-2 =e 2° 100.4 ransterred= as | te oe ee ee pret | Pg 92 2 pM bh ea Bees 
DS idwand.misepburpc 265. Ne ne Be Se GE ie ne eee S.PH6 5a eee 1800s) Resimine da. cele et a ihe Sie ON Ta aay ee eras 
Tatras Ween gori= fe sn ee Ae ee OLE sao ES. ees te ee ce ay ee te pee DS =) ee eee 1, 968 1, 968 1, 968 6 
Pinengieass Ibertsense. 22-20 ee eee ee Cler kates et paarna si 2 On’ Soil*and’ Eros |22_.2--5:_ CA eae 8 ae ae ee ee ee eee 2, 896 
sion roll. 
EL Clee ArT Seats eee Re Pe ape eee Clerk-stenographer____._____|_____ COR at eee A ae ee “G0 es eee oie oe A ema DR pie] AR) Ur Dy OE rnd 2, 544 
Report. aos Dorman: 3 4-0 se ey ise. ee Equipment foreman_______-- Unclassified_______ 2100. CR EC-9 athe ae 2, 650 2, 650 2, 650 3, 272 
el Derfc Vie Contador) Sa. ea te EPOreMmane:. 2 t es POsi. ere eae 2, 040°) -Resipneds Ue pee te Oe ae (eel ey a ed er Sey 
PECUT ye); OUTING say eee ee re eae Com se gee eee See EE ee oe ES ne ol CPs i ae oe 2, 430 2, 430 yA $1) lah aie a ae 
Paisber: Hie Brooks so-2 = oF eG ee HAUSE Gxaminer- 77, =. seta ee eee eae uiesy wa Be Paden BS ais, ie ie ae oe a 8 5, 654 
District 3: 
WOW ISeil cl LORD Yale ae ee se se Foreman: oso: Moe ae ee OP C29: Hay see Jes 259001 -Restenied is ae. OF pe: 22 Sae So ies ke INT aioe nee ant a ee 
W@haries servinger a. se a oe eS COR SS EG 2 ee Oke eer CPRE=Tae 6 Se: 2,(040=)" On-leaye: without. |2. sor ae =| Se=e soe ea |e ae A peeenere ais 
pay. 
Districts 4 and 5: 
aX. 2BITOGe 22. ye cat sce oe 2 ee Se Range examiner_________2__- gn be pgs fUlit= "|e eee Be Oh. oe ce re 2, 980 2, 980 3, 397 
ite i ough. 
W JamessPeGiraney. 22 le RR TH@remans oe ok SU Sas a ee gre ee ae | ee OPCH are igo 2, 430 2, 430 2, 430 2,770 
Cr Can Gitte mete See Oe sa, ee Be 10 Sree a eer eee a eal ate ee ce pene Rae eR GRE se oes 2, 364 CISYE ape lis, se Sa | ee Sora 
Range improvements within grazing districts (25 per- 
cent fund): ,; 
District 2:VPercival A. Gustin.._............-..__.|:.-.. 6 Ce ein SRE Mea RG st GPCz7 fe =e 2,040) jn GP C05 42s ta eee 2, 650 2, 650 2, 650 3, 242 
District 4=Jonn G, Amtila =. oo eS ae Se COSert eee ee ee eee GPCsae ne 2040). | Separate ccs st <5 (S70 SS Pe Sk See as SAE pet eee || ae 
Contributed funds: 
DistrictismEe Earrisom: HOyb. eu. pore Range examiner. =<) |. =r fei oe ce, ee 2,000. |-"Eransterred 2407s. Ss oe ee ee se 


eS Se a a Sa a EEE 7a nk ES ess a ek ee ee eS en Ee See a Sets OS a eee 


1 Not including pay for overtime. 


2 Separated July 15, 1946. 
3 Transferred. 


4 Transferred to General Land Office. 
5 Transferred from Assistant Chief, Operations. 


6 Separated. , 
7 To soil and moisture. 
8 Transferred to Wyoming. 


9 'Transferral to Utah region pending. | 


10 Resigned 


11 Transferred to Utah region. 


12 Leave without pay. 


13 Returned from leave without 


14 Military furlough. 
15 Being restored to P-6. 
16 Furloughed. 


17 Transferred from Wyoming Jan. 13, 1946. 
18 'Transferral to Indian Service pending. 


19 To access roads. 


20 Transferred to contributed funds pending. 


21 On Nevada rolls. 
22 On other rolis. 


23 On Soil and Erosion rolls. 


24 Transferred from Wyoming. 
25 'Transferral:to Idaho pending. 
2% Transferred from Colorado. 


27 ‘Transferred from Oregon. 


28 T'o range improvement. 
29 Transferred from idaho. 
30 Transferred to range improvement funds. 


pay June 16, 1946, to office of the Director June 30, 1946, 


31 On contributed funds. 
32 Transferred to Missouri River funds. 


33 Transferred to Montana, 
34 Transferred to Washington. 


\ 


35 Transferred to. New Mexico. 
_ % Transferral to foreman pending. 
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Exuipit E 


CooPERATIVE AGREEMENTS: GRAZING SERVICE AND SOUTHERN Paciric Lanp Co. 


(1) Agreement for Utah, 1941. 

(2) Letter to the Director, Grazing Service, October 31, 1939, by Archie D. Ryan, 
Chief of Lands. / 

(3) Memorandum for the Director of Grazing, November 12, 1941, by Archie D. 
Ryan, liaison officer. 

(4) Memorandum for Mr. Ryan, November 22, 1941, by R. H. Rutledge, Direc- 
tor of Grazing (prepared by J. H. Leech). 

(5) Memorandum for Mr. Molohon, March 24, 1942, by J. H. Leech, Acting 
Chief of Lands. 

(6) Memovencin of Mr. Ryan, November 3, 1943, by J. H. Leech, Chief of 

ands. 
CooPERATIVE AGREEMENT 


THIS AGREEMENT, entered into as of the first day of November 1941, pursuant 
to the Act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269), as amended, commonly known as the 
Taylor Grazing Act, between the United States of America (hereinafter referred 
to as “the United States’’), acting by the Under Secretary of the Interior, and the 
Southern Pacific Land Company, a corporation organized and existing under 
and by virtue of the laws of the State of California (hereinafter referred to as “the 
Land Company’’), WITNESSETH: 

WuereEaAS, The United States and the Land: Company own certain grazing 
lands in the State of Utah, which are commonly known as “‘checkerboard lands” 
by reason of their interspersed location, and 
& WHEREAS, such interspersed location has resulted in difficult problems in the 
administration and use of said lands for grazing purposes by each of the parties, 
including the determination of the persons who are to enjoy grazing privileges on 
said lands, and to what extent, the computation of the reasonable amount to be 
charged for the use of said lands, the physical impossibility of confining particular 
ae of the range to small defined areas in certain instances, and other problems, 
an . 
WueErEAs, the Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to 
enter into cooperative agreements and to do any and all things necessary to regu- 
late the use and occupancy of lands within grazing districts, to preserve such 
lands and their resources from destruction or unnecessary injury, and to provide 
for the orderly use, improvement, and development of the range, and _ 

WHEREAS, in the opinion of the Secretary of the Interior the solution of the 
aforesaid practical problems can best be effectuated through the medium of a 
cooperative agreement between the parties for the coordinated use of said lands 
for grazing purposes; : 

Now THEREFORE, the parties do hereby agree as follows: 


I. TERMS DEFINED 

Wherever used herein: > 

1. “Grazing Service’? means the service established by the Secretary of the 
Interior to administer the Taylor Grazing Act, as amended. . 

2. ‘‘Federal Range’’ means lands owned, leased, or otherwise controlled by the 
United States and administered by the Grazing Service. 

3. ‘Federal Range Code’? means all of the rules approved by the Secretary of - 
the Interior and applicable to the administration of grazing privileges in the area 
covered by this agreement. 


% 


II LANDS SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT 


This agreement shall be applicable to the following-described lands in the State 
of Utah lying within the exterior boundaries of the area delineated on the map 
attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof: 

1. All of the Federal range within the said area. . 

2. All of the lands owned by the Land Company within the said area and which 
now are, or which hereafter may be, leased for grazing purposes, except lands now 
enclosed by fences. , 

3. All of the unleased lands owned by the Land Company, as shown in red on 
the aforesaid map. 

4.4All of the lands owned by the Land Company and marked “T.” 
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III. ADMINISTRATION OF LEASED LANDS 


The United States shall have control of all of the Land Company’s leased lands 
subject to this agreement for the purpose of administration by the Grazing 
Service in the same manner and by the same authority as the Federal range sub- 
ject to this agreement, including the issuance of grazing licenses and permits to 
qualified applicants for grazing privileges thereon, and leases covering lands sub- 
ject to this agreement shall expressly be made subject to the operation of this 
agreement. Said lands will be.administered in the following manner: 

1. The Grazing Service will issue licenses or permits without fee to the lessees 
of the Land Company to the extent of the carrying capacity of the leased lands, 
and will, consistently with good range management and upon application by 
such lessees, issue exchange-of-use licenses or permits to such lessees of the Land 
Company to the extent of the carrying capacity of said lands. 

2. The Grazing Service will issue licenses or permits on the Federal range to 
lessees of the Land Company to the extent of the priority and commensurability 
of the leased lands, as determined in accordance with The Federal Range Code. 
No license or permit based on lands of the Land Company shall be issued prior 
to the lease of such lands by the applicant for a license or permit, and upon the 
receipt of written notice from the Land Company of the termination of any lease, 
the Grazing Service will terminate the lessee’s license or permit to the extent 
based on such lease. The Grazing Service will give the Land Company notice, 
by mail addressed to its office at Room 981, Southern Pacific Building, 65 Market 
Street, San Francisco, California, and an opportunity to be heard in all instances 
in which adverse action on an application for grazing privileges based on lands 
of the Land Company would substantially affect the interests of the Land Com- 
pany. 

IV. ADMINISTRATION OF UNLEASED LANDS 


The United States shall have control of all of the Land Company’s unleased 
lands included within Utah Grazing District No. 1, as shown in red on the at- 
tached map and, at the request of the Land Company, of additional lands now 
leased after the outstanding leases terminate, for the purpose of administration 
by the Grazing Service in the same manner and by the same authority as the 
Federal Range subject to this agreement, including the issuance of grazing 
licenses and permits to qualified applicants for grazing privileges thereon. 

It is agreed that in the following grazing units the percentage of the area of 
Land Company’s unleased lands to the total area is as follows: 


Percent Percent. 
Kelton Flat and Wild Cat Area__. 16) Park Valley Unit_...___..._..222- 34 
HogupwU nite Suhre eres via ..... 5| Pilot-Cattle Allotment.._....--_- 37 
Pen Wein iG Merce ee 20: Silver Island wUnits ew wos 2 ee 5 
Newfoundland Unit____~_ BAY a 10} South Grouse Creek Unit._._____ 32 
North Grousé Creek Unit... .__- 20 


It is further agreed that the Land Company shall be paid by each permittee 
or licensee for use of the Land Company’s lands in said range units at the rate 
of Ten (10) Cents per animal-unit month for the percentage, as above stated, of 
the total animal-unit months: included in each license or permit issued by the 
Grazing Service in said range units; provided, however, that the Land Company 
shall be paid by each permittee or licensee at the rate of Ten (10) Cents per animal- 
unit month for 50% of the animal-unit months included in trailing permits 
issued in said range units. 

The Grazing Service will, at the time of issuing licenses or permits, furnish to 
the Land Company such information as may be necessary to enable the Land 
Company to determine the amounts due it under such licenses or permits, and will 
notify all licensees and permittees of their proportionate shares of the cost to be 
paid to the Land Company for the use of such unleased lands and that remittance 
payable to the Land Company shall be mailed ten days prior to the date each 
license or permit becomes effective to the Land Commissioner of the Land Com- 
pany at Room 981, Southern Pacific Building, 65 Market Street, San Francisco, 
California, and will also notify each licensee and permittee that his license or 
permit will be cancelled in the event of his failure to pay within the time allowed 
his proportionate share of such cost. Upon receiving written notice from the 
Land Company that such cost has not been paid, the Grazing Service will forth- 
with cancel such license or permit. 
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'V. DESIGNATION: OF: LIVESTOCK TRAILS 


The sections of land or subdivisions thereof marked ‘‘T’’ on the attached map 
‘and the intervening sections or subdivisions thereof which are Federal range shall 
-be controlled and administered by the Grazing Service for the purpose of the trail- 
ing of livestock, and such sections or subdivisions may be changed by written 
agreement between the Director of Grazing, or such representative as he may 
designate, and the Land Commissioner of the Land Company, but nothing in 
this paragraph: shall abridge the right of the Land Company to terminate this 
‘agreement as to any lands marked “T’’, as provided in Article VI hereof. Any 
license or permit issued on any of the lands included in such stock trails shall be 
expressly subject to the privilege of trailing livestock thereover by others, in 
accordance with the Federal Range Code. The Grazing Service will undertake 
to prevent trespassing by trailing permittees on the Land Company’s lands in the 
vicinity of said trails. 


VI. SALES AND LEASES OF LANDS COVERED BY AGREEMENT 


The Land Company shall have the right to sell or lease any of its lands subject 
to this agreement, and in case any of such lands shall, during the life of this agree- 
ment, be sold, required for railroad purposes, or leased for purposes other than 
grazing, the Land Company may terminate this agreement as to such lands upon 
ten days’ written notice to the Director of Grazing, and any licenses or permits 
based upon or for the use of such lands thereupon shall be terminated by the 
Grazing Service. : 


VII. CONSTRUCTION OF AGREEMENT 


Nothing contained in this agreement shall be construed as limiting or restricting 
the power or authority of the Secretary of the Interior under the Taylor Grazing 
Act, as amended. This agreement shall be construed in accordance with the 
provisions of the Federal Range Code and any amendments, provided that no 
amendments to the existing Federal Range Code shall be applied during the term 
of this agreement to the detriment of grazing privileges enjoyed under licenses or 
permits issued pursuant to the provisions of this agreement. 


VIII. TERM OF AGREEMENT 


This agreement shall be in force for the period from November 1, 1941, to 
October 31, 1942, and may be renewed from time to time for such term as may be 
mutually agreed upon. No renewal, however, shall be for less than a period of 
one year. 

IX. MEMBER OF CONGRESS CLAUSE 


No member of or delegate to Congress or resident, commissioner shall be ad- 
mitted to any share or part of this agreement or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom, provided that this shall not be construed as extending to an agreement 
made with a corporation for its general benefit. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hcreto have caused this agreement to be 
executed in quadruplicate as of the day and year first herein written. 


THe Unitep States. or AMERICA, 


By 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 


SouTHERN Pactric Lanp Company, 


By ; 
Land Commisstoner. 
-Attest: f 

, Secretary. 
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5 Reno, Nevapba, Oct. 31, 1939. 
Cooperations 

Southern Pacific: . 

Lands, Utah, Nevada 

and California 


Air mail 
The Director, Grazinc SERVICE, 
Depariment of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: I had a very satisfactory meeting with the land officials-of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad Company in San Francisco on the 26th. We dis- 
cussed in detail the operation of the present agreements covering exchange: of 
use in Nevada and administrative control of unleased lands in Utah. We also 
discussed very fully the possibility of the Grazing Service leasing all railroad lands 
in all of our grazing districts containing Southern Pacific lands in California, 
Nevada, and Utah. I explained in detail the operations of the Pierce Act and 
found out that while I believe it is entirely possible that prior to the winter graz- 
ing season of 1940 we could work out a very satisfactory agreement under the 
Pierce Act with the Southern Pacific, they would also like to consider a contract of 
sale to the Grazing Service of all of their grazing lands in the three states. They in- 
dicated a willingness to enter into a contract of this kind on an appraised valuation 
of the lands for grazing purposes wherein they would turn over at the consumma- 
tion of such an agreement the title to all of their lands so we could administer ° 
them along with our Federal range and pay for the lands as collections were made 
from the increased grazing fees. I explained to them that to do this it would 
require legislation that would allow the Secretary to enter into such a sales con- 
tract. They advised me that they would give every assistance possible to the Secre-— 
tary’s office and the Grazing Service in having this sort ofélegislation enacted. 


* * * * * * * 


The amount of land involved would be approximately 1,790,000 acres in Utah; 
183,000 acres in California; and 3,893,000 acres in Nevada. 
I would like very much to have your comments regarding a proposal of this 
kind sent to me at Reno. 
Very truly yours, 
i (Sgd) Archie D. Ryan, 

ARCHIE D. Ryan, 

Chief of Lands. 


fe WasHincton, November 12, 1941. 
Legislation 

Federal 

Proposed 


Memorandum for the Director of Grazing: 


Several years ago Mr. McAllaster of the Southern Pacific Land Company 
made a suggestion that if the Interior Department would sponsor legislation to 
take over all of the Southern Pacific grazing lands in Utah, Nevada, and possibly 
California, by purchase, that he knew the Southern Pacific would look with favor 
on such a move; that they would be very glad in having such legislation passed, 
and that they would be very glad to put a very low minimum price on the lands 
and receive payment therefor over a long period of time. He felt they would 
even go further than this, and that all payments received could apply on the money 
the Southern Pacific now owes the federal government. 

All of this information may be in the Lands files, but some of it may have to 
be secured by further conference with Southern Pacific officials to bring this matter 
entirely up to date. 

Also, in this same connection, Mr. Cruz Venstrom of the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics at the University of Nevada'wrote an article, or a manuscript, regard- 
ing Southern Pacific Land and tax rights and income in Nevada.’ I presume this 
same information is available for Utah in some form or other. Bae 

I would like to have all of this information gathered together and*sent’to me 
here in Washington so that it might be possible to consider this kind of legislation 


tie! ae 
ye 


be 


m4 
mon: 


